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ABSTRACT
PERCEPTIONS OF SELECTED 
SECONDARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL RELATED TO 
PROBLEM DETECTION 
by
John E. Thompson, Jr.
The problem of this study was to determine the current 
methodologies used by selected secondary school personnel In early 
problem detection as the basis for development of generic detection 
paradigms.
The sample size of this study consisted of 48 principals, 46 
guidance counselors, and 347 classroom teachers. The principal of 
each secondary school In the study area was selected for Inclusion in 
the study, and the guidance department chairman of each secondary 
school was selected for inclusion In the study, while the teachers 
were randomly selected for Inclusion in the Btudy. The total group 
was described based on demographic data. The F test for Independent 
samples and analysis of variances were used for statistical analysis.
Twenty problems with a total of 61 indicators were analyzed by 
the use of mean scores for each sample group calculated for test 
purposes. The total mean score for each indicator was calculated to 
rank the Indicators In the paradigms.
There was general agreement among school personnel about the 
Indicators listed as being indicative of the 20 problems listed by 
the jury members* II was also concluded that there was very little 
association between the persons' job title and their mean perceptional 
score on each problem.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction
Since 1945, changes in the American society have brought new 
problems and challenges for the secondary school principal* The 
increase in enrollment because of the ''baby boom" created demands for 
more personnel and buildings; a generation of parents who wanted their 
children to attend college created a need for curricular changes; 
"Sputnik" created a demand on the secondary school programs to help 
meet the Soviet challenge in outer space*
During the 1960s, a changing social and educational tide was 
noted that all but destroyed effective education in the public 
classroom. Not only were there student demonstrations on college 
campuses but there were also demonstrations in the public schools.
The traditional role of educators was being redefined with respect to 
the constitutional rights of adolescents* Educational associations 
were becoming militant with demands for higher pay and safer working 
conditions. The traditional family was changing and parents were 
becoming more demanding and less supportive of the the school 
principal. School systems were threatened with "accountability" and 
taxpayers were no longer willing to support education as they had in 
the past (Blauvelt, 1987).
The public's demand for better teachers in the classroom (many of 
whom were unionized) and the teacher's demands for better conditions '
2created many problems for the public school administrator. The 
secondary school principal was asked in a very short period of 
time to transform himself from a role which had been essentially that 
of a business manager to that of an instructional leader, with 
responsibilities which address every aspect of the school life and, in 
some instances, move far beyond.
Although faced with a myriad of challenges, the primary task for 
the secondary school principal is instructional leadership. This is 
a many faceted task, which involves such jobs as monitoring and 
evaluating programs and courses, course development and/or revision, 
the recruiting, screening and hiring of faculty, ensuring that 
accreditation standards are met, maintaining the support of the 
faculty in the area of professional development, and determining that 
work loads are fair and equitable*
In handling these supervisory endeavors, the secondary school 
principal is often faced with problems. Some are procedural and 
involve the strict interpretation and application of rules and 
regulations; otherB are people oriented and may require adherence to 
the spirit rather than to the letter of the law. In either case, the 
earlier the Intervention occurs, the more likely a positive resolution 
will evolve. Thus, a need exists for the secondary school principal 
to have a problem or crisis detection method available so that he can 
begin work on a resolution to the problem as quickly as possible.
While some school administrators may believe that there will 
always be obvious symptoms indicating problems in a school, some 
problems are not as obvious as others. TheBe problems may become even
3more difficult to solve because they may go undetected until a major 
crisis develops* When this crisis occurs, solutions often lose their 
rational basis and become emotionally charged Instead. Thus, the 
secondary administrator needs a systematic method of "detecting 
problems" pertaining to the secondary school, allowing problem 
awareness to become the first, and often the last, step in effecting a 
solution.
Public schools do not exist In a vacuum* Society affects the 
public schools in that it provides the setting in which the 
educational process takes place* Expectations to which the public 
schools aspire can be either high or low. Problems that affect the 
public schools can either originate in these schools or spill over 
into the schools from society* In either case, the school system is 
judged by the way it solves or attempts to solve the problems facing 
it.
A Nation at Risk (1983), a recent national study, brought about 
renewed effort by school systems to improve the educational process. 
Hore hours in school, better use of school time, additional graduation 
requirements, and greater accountability for the school system are 
recent developments concerning public education. The school 
administration has been challenged to restore academic Integrity to 
the public school system.
Regardless of the reasons for this challenge, a need exists for 
the secondary principal to have a crisis detection method available to 
meet the demands of the secondary school. This study will attempt to 
determine methodologies of selected secondary school personnel for
detecting problems in the secondary school.
The Problem
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to determine the current 
methodologies used by selected secondary school personnel in early 
problem detection as the basis for development of generic detection 
paradigms.
Subproblems
The following subproblems were considered necessary to solve the 
problem:
1. To identify the types of secondary school problems as 
perceived by a jury of educators.
2. To appraise the data from survey respondents as related to 
problem detection in secondary schools;
Significance of the Study
Historically secondary schools have been a stepping stone for
students to gain the skills to be assimilated into American culture.
Not only did students learn the academic basics to obtain jobs and
F
enter institutions of higher learning, but they were exposed to the 
fundamentals of American culture needed to successfully compete in 
society.
The public educational process is under scrutiny by the public 
because of the effect that this process has on each segment of the 
population. Naturally If one has children in school, the concern la 
very personal and important because parents want their children
5educated properly* For those who do not have school-age children, the 
concern can be financial, since public monies support public 
education, as well as the programs to combat problems that can result 
from a poorly educated citizenry* An honest difference of opinion can 
develop between these two groups over the necessities of the public 
educational system.
Teacher training programs have Included little in classroom 
discipline. Methods from the past, intimidation and corporal 
punishment, are being abandoned because of being inhumane; kindness, 
concern, and a good curriculum have not been effective in maintaining 
classroom control (Charles, 1981).
Since the principal has been identified as being crucial to the 
effectiveness of the school (Lipham, 1981), improvement in his problem 
solving capability would in all likelihood enhance overall 
performance. In an era when the size of the faculty is decreasing 
because of declining student enrollment and duties are Increasing 
because of Increased services to students, each school would greatly 
benefit from having a model to prevent problems instead of using 
manpower to solve problems after they occur. With the recent criticism of 
public education being Inadequate and the recent emphasis upon increasing the 
requirements for a high school diploma, the development of a model to prevent 
the development of problems in a secondary school would be of tremendous value. 
This study was significant in that it identified symptoms which would alert 
principals to the existence of problems and assist them in effecting solutions 
to these problems.
6Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to gather data concerning the 
perceptions of secondary school personnel and to develop a model for 
problem detection in secondary schools. These perceptions were 
measured by a questionnaire developed by the researcher and validated 
by a selected group of professionals.
Limitations of the Study
1. Forty-two secondary schools In the Ninth Congressional 
District In Virginia and twenty-seven secondary schools in the First 
Congressional District in Tennessee, a sample of sixty-nine schools, 
was UBed in the study.
2. The study was limited to the perceptions of selected 
secondary school personnel in these schools.
3. A sample of the following secondary school personnel was 
used: 48 principals, 46 guidance counselors, and 347 classroom 
teachers.
4. Problems were limited to those which emanated from a selected 
panel of seven jurors.
5. The study was limited to schools whose grade level consisted, 
in all or part, from eight to twelve.
6. The literature review was limited to the Sherrod Library at 
East Tennessee State University, the Kingsport University Center, and 
selected material available through Charles Burkett, Chairman, 
Department of Supervision and Administration, East Tennessee State 
University.
7Definitions of Terms
Attitude
An attitude is a feeling or emotion toward a fact or state 
(Webster'b Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 1983, p> 114).
First Congressional District of Tennessee
The First Congressional District of Tennessee consists of the 
counties of Carter, Cocke, Greene, Hawkins, Jefferson, Johnson,
Sevier, Sullivan, Unicoi, and Washington and the cities of Bristol, 
Cocke, Greeneville, Johnson City, Kingsport, Newport, and Rogersville 
(Tennessee Blue Book 1985-1986, p. 390, 415-419).
Guidance Counselor
A Guidance Counselor is an individual who is responsible for the 
educational planning, occupational orientation, and the personal- 
social adjustment of students (Llgero, 1970, p. 159).
Ninth Congressional District of Virginia
The Ninth Congressional District of Virginia consists of the 
counties of Bland, Buchanan, Craig, Dickenson, Floyd, Giles, Grayson, 
Montgomery, Pulaski, Russell, Scott, Smythe, Tazewell,
Washington, Wise, and Wythe, and the cities of Bristol, Galax, Norton, 
and Radford (Rep. Rick Boucher's Office).
Paradigm
A paradigm 1a Bn example, a pattern, an outstandingly clear or 
typical example or archetype (Webster's Ninth New Collegiate 
Dictionary, 1983, p. 853).
8Perception
Perception is:
What we will see,
What we will hear,
What we will remember,
What we will think, and say, and
What we will do (Getzels, 19S7, p. 245)*
Principal
A principal is the administrative head and professional leader of 
a school division or unit; a highly specialized, full-time 
administrative officer in large public school systems, but usually 
carries a teaching load in the smaller ones; in public education, 
usually subordinate to a superintendent of schools (Good, 1959, 
p. 411).
Problem
A problem is a state of affairs that is perceived with 
dissatisfaction (Hemphill in Wood, 1979).
Teacher
A teacher is one who gives lessons to or in a subject 
(Webster|s New World Dictionary, 1966).
Assumptions
1. It was assumed that the questionnaire was appropriate for the 
study.
2. It was assumed that all respondents answered the questions 
honestly.
3. It was assumed that a 50% return of the surveys would be
sufficient for this study.
Hypotheses
For this study the investigator submitted the
following research hypotheses:
H There will be significant differences among the mean
1
perceptions of selected secondary school principals,
guidance counselors and teachers as to antecedent
conditions for student tardiness to class.
H There will be significant differences among the mean
2
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for lack of motivation to learn specific 
material.
H There will be significant differences among the mean
3
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not bringing materials to class.
H There will be significant differences among the mean
4
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not completing class 
assignments.
H There will be significant differences among the mean
5
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent
conditions for disrespectfulness toward teachers.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for skipping class.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for class interruptions.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students missing class because of other 
school activities.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for involvement of teachers in extra­
curricular activities to the detriment of teaching 
duties.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of teachers.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals,
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of students.
There will he significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for truancy.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for social promotion.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students checking out of school with a 
forged early dismissal.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for teenage pregnancy.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for drug abuse.
There will be significant differences among the mean 
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and1 teachers as to antecedent
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conditions for inappropriate curriculum*
H There will be significant differences among the mean
18
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for too much paperwork for teachers.
H There will be significant differences among the mean
19
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for non-teaching duties interfering with 
teaching dutieB.
H There will be a significant differences among the mean
20
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for insufficient supervision of the 
instructional program by the school administration.
Procedures
1. The current literature was reviewed through an ERIC search.
2. The 1986-1987 Tennessee Directory and the 1986-1987 Virginia 
Directory were used to secure the names of the schools necessary for 
the dtudy.
3. The superintendent of each school division was contacted for 
permission to administer the questionnaire to the respective 
secondary school personnel. A letter of permission and endorsement 
was secured and sent to the respective principals.
4. A 20Z systematic sample from the list of Tennessee teachers
was obtained by the researcher from the Tennessee Department of 
Education located in Johnson City, Tennessee.
5. A computer generated 20X random sample of the Virginia 
teachers was obtained from the Virginia State Department of Education 
in Richmond, Virginia.
6. Statistical procedures were applied to the data.
7. The results were summarized, analyzed, and Interpreted by 
the researcher.
Organization of the Study
The study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 contains an 
introduction to the study, the statement of the problem, the purpose 
of the study, the significance of the study, the limitations, 
assumptions, procedures, and objectives of the study, the definition 
of relevant terms in the study and the organization of the study.
Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology by which the study was done.
Chapter 4 contains treatment of the data.
Chapter 5 contains the paradigm for detection of problems in a
secondary school.
Chapter 6 includes the summary, findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations of the study.
Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction
Public schools do not exist In a vacuum. Society affects the 
public schools In that it provides the setting in which the 
educational process takes place. Expectations to which the public 
schools aspire can be either high or low. Problems that affect the 
public schools can either originate in these schools or spill over 
into the schools from society. In either case, the school system is 
Judged by the way it solves or attempts to Bolve the problems facing 
it.
Public education involves a very complicated chemistry consisting 
of two major characteristics that are of tremendous Importance: most
of the students are adolescents and they are required to attend 
school. The problems that have taken become a part of the educational 
setting in the 1980s have forced educators to re-evaluate their 
methods in solving them. It was commonly accepted that these methods 
must not violate any rights that students have to an appropriate 
education. The court system of the United States has stated that 
student rights do not stop at the school house door.
School Problems
In Bailey (1970), causes of problems were divided into two
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groups— societal causes and in-school causes* These are two terms for 
a continuum along which problems may arise*
Examples of societal causes affecting the schools are numerous. 
Because of the increase in the divorce rate, today's schools are 
serving large numbers of students who come from one parent homes* 
Because of legal and illegal immigration, and larger groups such as 
the handicapped, being served by the schools, it is obvious that 
students are coming from more diverse backgrounds. Today's students 
have more freedom and Influence than before. The numbers of "latch 
key" children and those who have been deprived of the values of 
discipline because of family wealth or availability of federal funds, 
have increased. These outside influences upon students tend to 
undermine order in the public schools* Examples of in-school causes 
of problems are school restrictions on behavior, the amount of student 
involvement in school policy making, and the amount of teacher 
involvement in school policy making (Bailey, 1970).
Historical Development
Public Attitudes
The public educational process is under scrutiny by the public 
because of the effect that this process haB on each segment of the 
population. Naturally if one has children in school, the concern is 
very personal and Important because parents want their children 
educated properly. For those who do not have school-age children, the 
concern can be financial, since public monies support public
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education, as well as the programs to combat problems that can result 
from a poorly educated citizenry. An honest difference of opinion can 
develop between these two groups over the necessities of the public 
educational system.
Gallup Poll
It was interesting to note the different responses to a Gallup
Foil given in 1971, 1979, and 1966 (Gallup) to the following question:
What do you think are the biggest problems with 
which the public schools in the community must deal?
The first fifteen problems listed in 1971 were:
No
Children Public Church 
National In School School
Totals School Parents Parents
X X X X
Finances 23 22 24 21
Integration/segregation 21 26 16 14
Discipline 14 13 14 23
Facilities 13 10 17 20
Dope-drugs 12 
Teachers' lack of interest/
11 13 9
ability 5 4 5 12
Teachers (general) 6 4 8 5
Parents' lack of interest 4 3 5 5
School administration 3 3 3 7
Curriculum 3 3 2 5
Pupils' lack of Interest 2 2 2 -
Vandalism 2 2 2 *
Disrespect for teachers 2 2 1 *
School board policies 1 * 2 *
Using new/up-to-date 1 
methods
*Less than IX
* 2 *
This reflects the public's concern In 1971 with finances and
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integration, major worries of the 60s and 70s. Integration was 
being introduced to many parts of America that had not ended 
* segregation In the 50's and 6U's; salary raises had been frozen by 
President Nixon. Nationally, "Discipline" was listed by 14Z as a 
problem with which the public schools must deal.
The first twenty-two problems listed in 1979 were:
No
Children Public Parochial
National In School School
Totals School Parents Parents
Z Z Z Z
■ ■ — ------------- — -----— ------ — --- — — -------
Lack of discipline 24 24 26 32
Use of dope-drugs 13 13 14 7
Lack of proper financial 
support 12 12 12 4
Poor curriculum/poor 
standards 11 10 11 17
Difficulty in getting 
good teachers 10 9 12 12
Integration/busing
(combined) 9 9 7 15
Crime/vandalism 4 4 3 1
Large school/too many 
classes/overcrowding 4 4 6 6
Pupil's lack of 
interest/truancy 4 3 4 4
Parents' lack of interest 3 3 4 3
Teachers' lack of interest 3 2 4 1
Drinking/alcoholism 2 2 3 1
Mismanagement of 
funds/programs 2 2 2 2
School board policies 2 1 2 -
Communication problems 2 2 2 2
Government interference 2 1 1 6
Lack of proper facilities 2 2 2 -
Transportation 1 1 2 1
Parents' involvement in 
school activities 1 1 1 2
Teachers' strikes 1 1 1 3
Too many schools/ 
declining enrollment 1 1 1 I
Problems with admin. 1 1 2 1
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In 1979* "Lack of discipline" increased 10 percentage points from 
1A% to 2A% on the national totals and jumped from third in 1971 to 
first in 1979. "Finances," which ranked first in 1971 with a national 
total of 23%, dropped to third in 1979 with a national total of 11%, 
little more than half of the 1971 percentage. Integration dropped 
from number two in 1971 with 21% of the national totals to number six 
in 1979 with a national total of 9%. "Dope/drugs" rose to number two 
on the national totals with a rating of 13% in 1979. This is only an 
increase of 1% from 1971, but in 1971, this problem was number five on 
the list.
The first seventeen problems listed in 1986 were:
Children Public Nonpublic 
National In School School
Totals School Parents Parents
% % % %
Use of drugs 28 28 27 22
Lack of discipline 2A 2A 23 26
Lack of proper financial 
support 11 9 15 26
Poor curriculum/poor 
standards 8 7 10 11
Difficulty in getting 
good teachers 6 6 6 5
Moral standards/dress code 5 5 5 11
Drinking/alcoholism 5 A 5' 8
Large schools/overcrowding 5 A 6 5
Teachers' lack of interest A A 6 7
Lack of respect for 
teachers/other students A A A 3
Parents' lack of interest A 3 5 A
Low teacher pay 3 2 A 3
Integration/busing 3 A 3 3
Crime/vandalism 3 3 3 1
Pupils' lack of interest/ 
truancy 3 3 2 1
Problems with administration 2 2 3 5
Fighting 2 2 2 *
* Less than one-half of 1%.
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From 1979 Co 1986, "Lack of discipline" and "Use of Drugs" 
swlcched places. The percentage responding on the national level 
concerning drugs rose from 132 In 1979 to 282 In 1987, an Increase of 
152. The percentage listing discipline as a problem remained at 242 
from 1979 to 1966. "Lack of financial support" remained the problem 
with the third highest total, although It dropped from 122 in 1979 to 
112 in 1986 (Gallup, 1979, 1986).
Over the years the public has remained fairly constant in its 
listings of the biggest problems facing the public schools. The "Use 
of drugs" is also a problem in society and one which is receiving its 
share of attention by the news media. "Lack of proper financial 
support" is a carry over from society in that the school system is 
having to compete for the tax dollar during a time of Inflation while 
traditional, as well as new programs are being funded by the public 
(Gallup, 1971, 1979, 1986).
Discipline
"Discipline" has remained high on the public's list of concerns 
since 1971, but it Is a term which is not very specific because it 
implies appropriate punishment for a wide range of Inappropriate 
student behavior. Teachers place discipline high in their concerns 
about education because discipline affects learning in their 
classrooms, their emotional lives, and outweighB all other factors 
in determining their success. Parents are concerned with discipline 
because they want their children to learn, to behave properly in 
school, and to relate well with other students* Students are
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concerned with discipline because of their need for limits, for 
someone to urge them forward, and for a safe learning environment.
The public is concerned with discipline because of their fear that 
disrespect, hostility, and a lack of self-control among the youth pose 
threatB to democracy, personal safety, and traditional freedoms 
(Charles, 1981). More specific are the top five student inappropriate 
behaviors of "not completing assignments, etc., tardiness to class 
without an acceptable excuse, not being attentive to the 'on-goings* 
of the class, throwing litter on school grounds, and not bringing to 
class books and related materials that are necessary for instructional 
purposes" (Purvis and Leonard, 1985).
In a study by Duke (1978), high school administrators identified 
and assessed discipline problems. From a list of twelve discipline 
problems (truancy, skipping class, tardiness to class, classroom 
disruption, disrespect toward teacher, smoking, leaving school without 
permission, theft, failure to turn in required schoolwork, profanity, 
use or sale of drugs in school, and fighting), school administrators 
in California and New York perceived that skipping class was the most 
pressing problem with truancy and tardiness to class close behind.
Duke's (1978) questionnaire, when administered to small samples 
of teachers, indicated that in-class rather than attendance-related 
problems caused teachers the most worry. Classroom instruction, 
fighting, and disrespect for teacher authority were perceived as the 
most pressing problems of schools by the teachers.
Informal discussions by Duke (1978) with high school students led
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him to speculate that theft and fighting represented the primary 
concern of students. With three different school groups (Duke, 1978) 
looking at discipline problems from three different viewpoints, the 
different seta of priorities are understandable and indicative of the 
problem.
Systems Approach
An approach to discipline advocated by John R. Ban is a plan 
involving the total school-community environment which would ensure 
discipline literacy in the school, home, and community. Six 
cornerstones make up a systems approach to school discipline:
(1) Planning would'also Include a plan for planning. In planning 
there should be a broad representation of people concerned with 
student conduct: school board members, administrators, teachers,
parents, and students. Discipline planning should then occur on the 
district, building, and classroom levels. The district wide plan 
should support guidelines for planning at the building and classroom
levels; this should avoid conflicts among the planning units and add
consistency to the disciplinary system.
(2) Communication is an integral part of a systems approach. 
Community support is necessary for effective discipline; a steady 
flow of Information between the school and community, parents, 
administrators, teachers, and students is necessary. There must be
opportunities and avenues for each to express their views on any part
of the system's disciplinary system.
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(3) The third cornerstone is data management which would Include 
collection and management of records of behavior incidents at the 
district, building, and classroom levels and would also Include a 
method for retrieval of these records. The school community should 
be Informed of this record system.
(A) Verification that the school community understands the 
disciplinary plans is the fourth cornerstone. After study of the 
plan, students can be tested by teachers in the classroom and even 
retested if necessary to indicate minimum knowledge of the plan.
Parent testing would be more difficult but a simple, easily scored 
parent test could be attached to a copy of the school's disciplinary 
code sent to parents* Parents could be encouraged to complete the 
test, sign it, and return it to the school; those who did not do this 
could be politely contacted and urged to study the code again*
(5) The fifth cornerstone is extra-school referral. Agreements 
should be made with governmental, social, and youth service agencies 
to provide for problem students to "work out" their misbehavior 
through community service.
(6) Review/evaluation is the last cornerstone in the systems 
approach to discipline. All Involved groups should take part in 
selecting and implementing an evaluation instrument for the components 
of the discipline system. Although evaluation is exceedingly complex, 
the evaluation should be simple, clear, and understandable (Ban,
1985).
23
Problem Solving
Problem solving has become an integral part of school 
administration. With the many decisions that are required in the 
operation of a school, administrators need to be able to solve 
problems and not just react to them.
Pugh (I960) stated that to be effective, one thing that 
educational managers had better be able to do is to establish and 
maintain control. Effective managers must develop a feedback system 
that "enables them to correct problems before they get out of hand and 
to know at all times what progress is being made."
Detection
The Florida Council on Educational Management conducted studies 
to identify those characteristics that distinguish high- and average- 
performing principals. Nineteen princlpalshlp competencies were 
organized Into six clusters. The cluster dealing with problem 
detection Is Cognitive Skills, includes interpersonal search, 
information search, concept formation, and conceptual flexibility. 
Concept formation is indicated by a principal developing a concept in 
order to make sense out of an array of information separated in space 
of time, by finding meaning in themes or patterns in a sequence of 
events or Inputs, by gaining insight from examining a problem for 
diagnostic purposes and for stating qause-and-effeet relationships, 
and by perceiving relationships between important events or links 
(Snyder and Anderson, 1986).
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Control Theory
Glassner (1985) felt that schools need to discard the stimulus- 
response theory of human behavior which states that the behavior of 
all living creatures is their best response to an external event that 
they come in contact with. In its place, Glassner put forth a new 
psychology, control theory, which stated that living people are 
motivated from within themselves and that what happens from outside 
them is never the cause of anything that they do.
Basic to the control theory la the belief that our genes instruct 
us to attempt to survive, to love and belong, and to struggle for 
power, fun, and freedom; if school offerings are not seen by students 
as related to these built-in needs, they will struggle against and 
possibly withdraw from the school program not meeting these needs. 
Glassner directs that school systems stop trying to motivate students 
with externally Imposed programs and Instead teach students that 
working hard and following rules will get them what they want. Such 
a program would cause students to work hard and follow rules. Some 
students have already learned this lesson but those who have not have 
probably been exposed to a reward and punishment system which has 
caused frustration and in-school dropouts which is discouraging to 
teachers and destructive to students (Glassner, 1986).
Stages in Decision Making
Kimbrough and Nunnery (1983) listed the four stages in making a 
decision as (1) becoming aware that there is a need for a decision,
(2) designing the situation, (3) selecting an alternative, and (4)
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taking action In terms of the selected alternative* Becoming aware of 
the situation can happen through three major sources:
Decision situations that have been identified and 
decision-making responsibilities fixed well in advance.
Unmet needs or unsolved problems.
Opportunities, which represent the difference 
between the present state of affairs and what 
desirable better state could be achieved if a change 
were made.
Problem Finding
McPherson et al (1986) defined "problem finding" as being the 
dynamic relationship between the dilemma and the problem. The dilemma 
is described as the situation which attracts attention to the 
problem. The tension that exists between an unclear dilemma and the 
problem sets the stage for problem finding.
Problem Anticipation
Much of the principal's movement around a school is to maintain a 
physical presence in the school and to anticipate trouble. This 
helps them to gauge the school climate and to get a quick feeling of 
"what's going on," of how well the school has "settled down to 
business," and of what the "mood of the student body seems to be 
today*" A principal who is visibly in charge.at time of potential 
disorder will create an impression of purposefulness; many occurrences 
demand adroit handling and heading off a confrontation before it 
develops is a critical element of the principal's job (Morris, et al).
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Pupil Related Problems
Although not Inclusive of all ln-school problems, the term
"discipline'* Is used by many people to refer to pupil related
problems, Wayson and Pinnell listed eight factors Included in a
"living curriculum" to teach people how to behave:
Patterns of communication, problem solving, and 
decision making
Patterns of authority and status
Procedures for developing and implementing rules
Student belongingness
Relationships with parents and community forces 
Processes for dealing with personal problems 
Curriculum and Instructional practices 
The physical environment (Duke, 1982),
Incident Reporting System
Of great interest to educators and the law enforcement community 
has been the development of sophisticated incident-reporting systems. 
These systems not only include security-incident data but also 
discipline data. One such system, called incident profiling, was 
developed by the National Alliance for Safe Schools (NASS). NASS was 
refined and implemented in selected school districts through a program 
jointly funded by the National Institute of Justice (NXJ) and the U*
S. Department of Education (Blauvelt, 1987).
With incident profiling, a school principal has a tool for 
managing unwanted behavior. Information obtained from report forms 
developed for reporting incidents includes the type of offense, date
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of occurrence, class period, location in the school, and a brief 
description of the incidence (Blauvelt, 1987)*
Instead of listing theBe incidences under student names, the 
reports are filed by type of Incidence. Thus the following are filed 
together: assaults, locker thefts, trespassers, etc. After the
occurrence of a number of incidents, the reports are sorted by day of 
the week, the class period, and the location. With this information, 
the principal would know where to place personnel in order to prevent 
further occurrences (Blauvelt, 1987).
The National Alliance for Safe Schools through the National 
Institute of Justice project "Safer Schools— Better Students," and 
with the help of school administrators took Incident profiling to the 
next logical step of plotting and recording discipline problems. This 
would enable a school to keep an accurate record of incidents and to 
track discipline problems. This would endow the school principal with 
a management tool that would allow him to analyze not only the 
incident, but who the referring teacher was, and what action vsb taken 
by the administrator in resolving the problem (Blauvelt, 1987).
Predictive Accuracy 
After knowing what practices one Is looking for, predictive 
accuracy, a set of behaviors that exhibit foresight and ability to 
anticipate outcomes, needs to be developed. Predictive accuracy is an 
ability to project current trends into the future as well as to plan 
effectively for probable developments. With this capacity, principals 
would likely prevent problems from arising through foresight and keep
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the school functioning effectively (Silver, 1983)*
Duke (1987) refers to specific ways In which school leaders can 
identify problems as troubleshooting. Traditionally, this is done 
through the use of advisory groups, who share their thoughts and ideas 
with the school administration, or by meetings with colleagues to do 
the same thing. Informal Information gathering can be accomplished 
through touring the school, having rumor hotlines, eating in the 
BChool cafeteria, or talking to substitute teachers at the end of 
their day.
Communication
The school office is responsible for communicating with all 
'school personnel* The three major services of the school office are 
communication, information, and mechanical aids. There are two types 
of communication within a school— internal and external. Items that 
relate to the daily operation of the school (guides, calendars, 
schedules, policies, etc.) make up Internal communication while 
external communication involves communication from the school to the 
community (report cards, newsletters, news releases) (Kaiser, 1985.)
Status
Authority and status can divide people* A more responsive 
syBtem, more widespread sense of responsibility, and a greater 
commitment by staff and students toward their duties and decisions can 
be brought about by smaller status differences (Wayson and Plnnell in 
Duke, 1982).
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Rules and Regulations 
With repetitive events, rules and regulations can save time and 
energy because they negate the need to go through the decision process 
when a problem occurs> If rules are not consistent with goals, if 
they are too numerous, or vague, enforcement can become difficult. 
Rules and regulations are routine procedures for handling recurring 
situations that affect the schools and there are standards of behavior 
for all participants. These routine procedures are often printed in a 
handbook but generally they are unambiguous but reasonable and limited 
in number so that all participants can learn them (Silver, 1983).
In order for students to take responsibility for their conduct, 
school systems must handle student problems in a responsible manner. 
Strict enforcement of rules and regulations or a meting out of 
prescribed actions from a rigid handbook Is not necessarily dealing 
responsibly with their problems. To responsibly deal with their 
problems, administrators need to identify and deal with the underlying 
causes of the misbehavior (Wood, et al, 1979).
Students
Students should feel that the school is receptive to their ideas 
and when students feel that the faculty and administration is 
genuinely concerned about their welfare, students are apt to 
participate In discussions about their problems (Wood, et al, 1979).
Classroom Management
First year teachers and teachers highly rated by their students 
at the end of the previous year were observed by Moskowitz and Hayman
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in two inner-city schools. The firBt class day was used for 
orientation and climate-setting by the highly rated teachers while the 
first year teachers more quickly began to teach content. The highly 
rated teachers also dealt more with student feeling, had less off-task 
behavior, smiled more, joked and talked more with students than first 
year teachers did. Moskowitz and Hayman concluded later in their 
study that the first day was crucial for laying the groundwork 
for the remainder of the year (Moskowitz and Hayman, 1976).
Brophy and Putnam also stress the importance for classroom 
management of establishing groundwork for class conduct early in the 
school year that would organize instruction to promote student 
engagement and prevent problems (Brophy and Putnam, 1979).
Doyle observes that an established high level of deviant pupil 
behavior does'not revert to earlier, lower levels of deviant pupil 
behavior (Doyle, 1979).
Emmer, Evertson, and Anderson (1980) in a study involving 
elementary school teachers concluded that more effective managers 
clearly established themselves as the class leader by working on rules 
and procedures until the children learned them. Although content was 
important to these teachers, they initially stressed socialization 
into the classroom system. The less effective teachers did not have 
well worked-out procedures.
Patrons
Each school has a definite responsibility to "furnish taxpayers 
and parents with complete and accurate information regarding its needs
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and activities and to develop educational policies and programs that 
reflect popular interest and desires" (Kindred, et al, 1984).
Each school needs to have a way for students or staff to be able 
to ease or eliminate frustration, anger, fear, guilt, worry, or any 
other emotion that takes place in their lives (Duke, 1982).
The curriculum "is a reflection of the needs of students as 
perceived by those who provide input into the development of the
curriculum. If an environment is to be created which indeed fosters
acceptable behavior on the part of students, then it is extremely 
important to Insure that student needs are being met by the school 
curriculum" (Wood, et al, 1979).
A physical environment that is pleasant and convenient co work In 
for students and faculty should be Btriven for. A feeling of 
belonging, of'pride, and an atmosphere for learning should be 
projected by the physical environment (Duke, 1982).
Drugs
First Lady Nancy Reagan has made a passionate attempt to draw 
attention to the problem of the effect of drugs on the children of 
this country. Mrs. Reagan is convinced that the ultimate prevention 
of drug abuse by young people lies in strengthening the family. While 
Btsting the commitment of the White House to the drive against drugs 
and stating her husband's concern being as strong and deep as her 
concern, Mrs. Reagan issued a call for people to join her In the
fight against drugs (Reagan, 1986).
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National Trends
Johnston et al (1986) reported findings resulting from surveys 
conducted from 1975 to 1985 that high school students are increasing 
their use of illicit drugs. Current use of cocaine by seniors rose 
from 4.9 percent in 1983 do 5.8 percent in 1984 to 6.7 percent in 
1985; 17 percent of all seniors in 1985 had tried cocaine according to 
the survey.
Among the seniors in the survey, the use of opiates other than 
heroin was relatively stable, although the annual prevalence rose 
significantly from 5.2 percent in 1984 to 5.9 percent in 1985. The 
steady decline since 1979 of marijuana use by seniors halted in 1985. 
Tranquilizers had shown a decline from 1977 to 1984, but this decline 
halted in 1985. Two classes of drugs showed a continuing, 
statistically, significant decline in 1985— stimulants and 
methaqualone. Three classes of illicit drugs shown to be impacting on 
appreciable proportions of teenagers were marijuana, cocaine, and 
stimulants. This survey clearly showed high school students with a 
level of involvement with illicit drugs greater than can be found in 
other industrialized nations of the world (Johnston, et al, 1986).
U. S. Secretary of Education William J. Sennett (1986) states 
that based on research of drug prevention experts and interviews with 
parent organizations and school officials working in drug prevention, 
schools and students can do the following to help:
(1) Determine the extent and character of drug use and 
establish a means of monitoring it regularly by conducting anonymous 
surveys of students and school personnel and consulting with local law
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enforcement officials to identify the extent of the drug problem, by 
bringing together school personnel to identify areas where drugs are 
being used and sold, by meeting with parents to help determine the 
nature and extent of drug uBe, by maintaining records on drug use and 
sale in the school over time, for use in evaluating and improving 
prevention efforts, and by Informing the community, in non-technlcal 
language, of the results of the school's assessment of the drug 
problem.
(2) Establish clear, specific rules on drug use, including 
strong corrective actions by specifying what constitutes a drug 
offense by defining illegal substances and paraphernalia, the area of 
the school's jurisdiction (e.g., the school property, its 
surroundings, and all school-related events, such as proms and 
football games), and types of violations (drug possession, use, and 
sale), by stating the consequences for violating school policy since 
appropriate, punitive action should be linked with treatment and 
counseling. School measures that have been effective in dealing with 
first-time offenders include a required meeting of parents and the 
student with school officials, which concludes with a contract signed 
by the studentB and parents with acknowledgment of a drug problem and 
in which the student agrees not to use drugs, and to participate In 
drug counseling or a rehabilitation program; suspension, assignment to 
an alternative school, ln-school suspension, or after-school or 
Saturday detention with close supervision and demanding academic 
assignments; referral to a drug treatment expert or counselor; and 
notification of police.
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(3) Enforce the established policies against drug use fairly and 
consistently and Implement security measures to eliminate drugs on 
school premises and at school functions. Copies of the school policy 
should be made available to parents, teachers, and students. Strict 
security measures to prevent access to intruders and to prohibit 
student drug trafficking should be imposed.
(4) Implement a comprehensive K-12 drug prevention curriculum, 
teaching that drug UBe is wrong and harmful, and supporting and 
strengthening resistance to drugs. Such a curriculum would value and 
maintain sound personal health, respect for laws and rules prohibiting 
drugs, resisting of pressures to use drugs, promotion of drug free 
student activities and offer of healthy avenues for student interest.
(5) Go to the community for support and assistance to make the 
the school's antidrug policy and program work. Arrange for school 
personnel, parents, school boards, law enforcement officers, treatment 
organizations, and private groups to work together to provide 
necessary resources for the program to be successful.
(6) Teach students about the effects of drug use, the reasons 
drugs are harmful, and ways to resist pressure to try them. With this 
information, students should be better able to resist drugs.
(7) Use an understanding of the danger posed by drugs to help 
other students to avoid drugs* Students can encourage other students 
to resist drugs, persuade other students using drugs to seek help, and 
to report sellers to parents and the school principal (Bennett, 1987).
t
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This literature review focuBed on problems facing education, the 
two types of causal categories of problems, and the viewpoints of 
various segments of education toward theBe problems. The two types 
of causal categories of problems were significant in that the causes 
of problems were identified sb in-school problems or societal 
problems.
The literature attempted to view these problems from three 
standpoints* The problems were looked at from the standpoint of the 
public attitudes, educators (principals and teachers) and students, 
as well as some schemes for dealing with these problems.
It was established that to be effective, a school administrator 
had better be able to establish and maintain control. Necessary to 
establish and maintain this control was the development of a 
feedback system to enable administrators to correct problems before 
they get out of hand and to know what progress is being made In 
solving problems. Included in the necessary skills for an effective 
administrator was skill in the detection of problems.
Concern with school problems was noted throughout society by 
reference to the Gallup poll and other published articles by such 
notables as First Lady Nancy Reagan and Secretary of Education 
William J. Bennett. Methods of dealing with these problems ranged 
from the "control theory" explained by Glassner, to classroom 
management methods to maintain order in the classroom, to the 
development of a curriculum to influence students away from causing 
problems*
The literature pointed the need and concern necessary to 
bring about additional studies into the area of problems In the 
public schools* An important fact pointed out was the need to 
be aware of problems and the Importance to prevent the problem 
as part of the solution to the problem.
This information pointed out the need for problem detection 
paradigms in secondary schools and the need to obtain data from 
selected secondary school personnel on their perceptions about 
antecedent conditions to these problems.
Chapter 3 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction
This chapter contains a description of the research design used 
in the study. The methods used to identify the population will be 
explained, as will be the process for data collection and the 
development of the survey Instrument. The selection of appropriate 
statistics will be explained, along with the method for determining 
any relationships between antecedent conditions and problems in a 
secondary school. The research hypotheses will be restated in the 
null for testing purposes.
Design
The basic methodology for the study was descriptive* Personal 
Interviews and questionnaire survey were used. Correlations were 
calculated to show any relationship between the three major variables 
of problem recognition methodologies and actual ip-school problems as 
identified by the various subject groups. Data were collected through 
interviews (see Appendix A) to Identify basic perceptions of a panel 
of jurors regarding problem identification methods, perceived real 
in-school problems facing education, and conditions preceding these 
problems. This information served as the content items in a 
questionnaire prepared and distributed to the subject samples.
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Twenty problems facing secondary schools were obtained through 
the Interviews of the panel members. These problems were: 1. Student
tardiness to class, 2. Lack of motivation to learn specific material,
3. Students not bringing materials to class, 4. Students not 
completing class assignments, 3* Disrespectfulness toward teachers,
6* Skipping class, 7. Class Interruptions, 8. Students missing 
class because of other school activities, 9. Involvement of teachers 
In extra-curricular activities to detriment of teaching duties,
10. Poor attitude of teachers, 11, Poor attitude of students,
12. Truancy, 13. Social promotion, 14. Students checking out of
school with a forged early dismissal, 15. Teenage pregnancy,
16. Drug abuse, 17. Inappropriate curriculum, 18. too much 
paperwork for teachers, 19. Nonteaching duties interfering with 
teaching duties, 20. Insufficient supervision of the instructional 
program by the school administration.
Demographic data obtained from the secondary school personnel in
this study were limited to: 1. Job title (status), 2. sex, 3. age,
4. years of experience, and 5* formal education. Various analyses 
were performed using status. Frequency distribution tables were 
established to analyze the demographic data of each group with each 
problem.
Target Population
School Divisions
The secondary schools of 15 school divisions from the First
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Congressional District in Tennessee and 23 school divisions from the 
Ninth Congressional District In Virginia were used for this study* 
There were 26 schools from the First Congressional District and 42 
schools from the Ninth Congressional District. Of the thirty-eight 
school divisions, eleven were city school systems while twenty-seven 
were county school systems* This well defined and small geographic 
area was selected to enable the researcher to work with school 
divisions that were easily accessible to him.
The sampling procedures were used with a target population of 
school divisions located in eastern Tennessee and southwestern 
Virginia. The Tennessee school divisions were chosen because their 
proximity to East Tennessee State University would enable the 
researcher to easily contact Individuals necessary for the study. The 
researcher resided in southwest Virginia during the study period and 
this proximity to these school divisions afforded the same contact 
advantages*
Principals
Sixty-nine secondary school principals were available from the 
schools whose grade level consisted of grade eight and above in the 
thirty-eight school divisions to be included in the study. Because of 
the relatively small number of principals (69) involved in the study, 
a census was taken of the principals.
Guidance Counselors
As of the 1.986-87 school year, there were 165 guidance 
counselors in the sixty-nine schools. Fifteen schools had only one
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guidance counselor* One school had six counselors. One counselor was 
chosen from each school's guidance department to be Included In the 
‘study* From these departments, the Chairman of the Guidance 
Department was selected to participate in the study. A department of 
6 guidance counselors was the largest guidance department found in any 
of the selected schools.
Teachers
As of the 1986-87 school year, there were 3,047 teachers in 
the sixty-nine schools in the survey. From this group, a 20JK 
probability based sample was chosen from each of the school faculties 
in Tennessee and a 20% simple random sample wsb chosen from each of 
the school faculties in Virginia.
The Tennessee sample was drawn by the researcher selecting 
every fifth teacher's name contained on the Preliminary Report from 
each school division on file in the local district office of the 
Tennessee State Department of Education located at East Tennessee 
State University. The Virginia sample was provided by the Virginia 
Department of Education office in Richmond, Virginia, in the form of 
a computer generated list.
Panel of Jurors
A panel of seven jurors (see Appendix B) was chosen to be 
interviewed to obtain their perceptions of current secondary school 
problems and of antecedent condition(s) that would Indicate that a 
problem might arise. The jurors were selected because of their 
present positions in education.
One superintendent, one director of instruction, one assistant
Al
principal, two guidance counselors, and two classroom teachers were 
selected for the panel. Three Jurors had obtained a doctorate In 
education, two members had a master's degree, and two had a bachelor's 
degree.
Instrumentation
An Interview guide (Appendix A) was developed to elicit (1) a 
list of perceptions of the panel of jurors as to problems facing 
secondary schools and (2) their perceptions as to antecedent 
condition(B) that could indicate a problem might arise. The interview 
guide was developed after viewing an interview guide used to determine 
problem-solving practices of public school administrators (Bentley, 
1983) and then was field tested and revised three times before use 
with the panel of Jurors. (Appendix A) Content validity was 
established by expert review.
A two-part instrument was then developed to collect data from the 
secondary school personnel. Part I of the Instrument was used to 
collect the demographic data from the participants. Part II was used 
to establish a mean perception score for the participants on each 
variable. Part II was a questionnaire consisting of the 20 problems 
with a total of 61 indicators. Responses were measured on a 5 point 
Likert-type scale with a range from strongly agree (+A) to strongly 
disagree (0).
Thus survey instruments resulted from information available in 
the literature search and from Juror responses, and was field tested 
with subjects similar to those to be studied. Validity was
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established through graduate student review* Reliability was 
established through a test-retest procedure.
Pilot Testing of the Instrument 
The Interview guide was developed to elicit (1) a list of 
problems in education and (2) a list of antecedent conditions to these 
problems* The interview guide was field tested with a retired 
educator in southwest Virginia, a graduate student in administration 
and supervision at East Tennessee State University, and a middle 
school principal in eastern Tennessee (N -3).
Data Collection Procedures 
Each juror was contacted in person or by telephone about the 
study* After a brief introduction and explanation of the study, an 
appointment was secured to conduct the interview. Approximately one 
hour was spent by the researcher with each juror. Notes were taken 
during the interview by the researcher who later transcribed the notes 
after the interview.
A letter was prepared (Appendix B) stating the purpose of the 
study and requesting permission from each division's superintendent to 
conduct the study in his school division* A letter of endorsement 
(Appendix C) was secured from each superintendent in a majority of the 
school divisions while those superintendents who did not respond to 
the letter gave oral permission when contacted by phone*
After receiving permission from the superintendents, 770 
questionnaires with stamped return envelopes were mailed to 
individuals at their secondary schools. A cover letter (Appendix E)
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explaining the purpose of the study and soliciting help from the 
subject was Included with each questionnaire, A handwritten note 
expressing appreciation for their help in completing the survey was 
added to each letter.
In the early stages of this study, a decision was made to only 
Include the principal, a guidance counselor, and one teacher from each 
achool in the survey. Later this decision was changed to do a census 
of each principal because of the small number of principals included 
in the survey, to survey the guidance department chairman 
judgmentally, and to survey 20% of each faculty.
Statistical Analysis 
Three basic forms of analysis were employed in this study: 
descriptive tabulations on demographic data; analysis of variance to 
determine whether three sample means are significantly different 
from one another; and a Varimax rotation factor analysis to 
determine the number of actual problem areas where identification 
modele are needed. Demographic data were tabulated and reported using 
frequency distributions. The personnel were described from data 
collected in Part I of the survey instrument.
Descriptive Tabulations
Because a census was taken of the school principals and the 
guidance personnel were selected Judgmentally, data pertaining to 
the sample could not be generalized to larger populations (see Borg 
and Gall, 19B3). The means as measures of central tendency were used 
to show the difference/similarity of the ratings given by the three
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status groups to each Item In the survey.
Analysis of Variance
Analysis of variance is an inferential technique which can be 
used to determine whether three or more sample means are significantly 
different from one another. Analysis of variance results in an F 
value, which If statistically significant, indicates that the mean 
scores are likely to have been drawn from different populations. 
Analysis of variance does not specify which of the three or more 
sample means differ significantly from one another. Another use of 
analysis of variance is in the determination of whether two or more 
sample variances, which is the square of the standard deviation, 
differ significantly from each other (Borg and Gall, 1983).
The F test for analysis of variance is a procedure that examines 
k groups and determines whether a significant difference exists 
between them. The F test answers the question: Does a significant
difference exist anywhere between k samples on the variable measured? 
There are several stringent assumptions underlying the appropriate 
application of the F test in social science literature but when these 
assumptions are met, the F test is as powerful as the t_ test regarding 
tests of the null hypotheses (Borg and Gall, 1983).
When there Is data measured according to an Interval scale and 
there are differences among three or more groups, there would be 
multiple applications of the Jt test in order to examine differences 
among all of the group pairing. The F teat or one-way 
analysls-of-variance can examine difference between It samples 
simultaneously (Champion, 1981).
The larger the F ratio, the less likely is it that the variances
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of the populations from which the samples were drawn are equal and If
the F ratio exceeds the significance level set by the researcher, the
null hypothesis (stating equality of variances) is rejected and It Is 
concluded that the obtained difference between the sample variances is 
a true one (Borg and Gall, 1983).
The eta coefficient was calculated to determine the relationship 
between one nominal and one Interval level data. Champion (1981)
advocated the use of an eta correlation when n Is larger than 30.
Eta is a descriptive statistic and applies only to the sample.
The assumptions underlying the use of eta are randomness, one 
variable measured on a nominal scale and one variable measured on an 
interval scale, a continuous distribution for the interval variable, 
and curvillnearlty. The larger the sample, the less the likelihood of 
distortion in the magnitude of eta (Champion, 1981).
Factor Analysis
Factor analysis has been called the queen of analytic methods 
because of Its power and elegance. With availability of computers, 
factor analysis has become accessible to those dealing with behavior 
data (Kerlinger, 1973).
When determining the number and nature of underlying variables 
among larger numbers of measures, factor analysis Is a method for 
determining the underlying variables or factors from a set of 
measures. Factor analysis indicates the tests or measures which 
belong together, which ones virtually measure the same thing and how 
much they do so. This reduces the number of variables in a study 
(Kerlinger, 1973).
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Demographics
The following demographic data collected from the participants 
were used in determining any correlations of perceptions concerning 
antecedent conditions indicating problem development in a secondary 
school:
Formal Level Of Education
Principals and guidance counselors were required to have a 
master's degree, but this level of education could range to the 
doctoral degree. Teachers were required to hold a bachelor's degree 
but this level of education could also range to the doctoral degree. 
Years of Experience
It was reasoned that the years of experience of secondary 
school personnel would enhance their perceptions of antecedent 
conditions for problem development in secondary schools. With more 
experience, the greater the likelihood that they had been exposed to a 
wider variety of problems and problem detecting methods.
Age
It was believed that chronological age would be related to years 
of experience in education.
Sex
The writer was interested in the number of each sex to complete 
and return the questionnaire concerning perceptions of antecedent 
conditions for problems in a secondary school.
Each hypothesis was stated in the declarative format in Chapter 
1. They were restated in the Null form to test for significant 
differences.
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Hypotheses
These hypotheses, stated in the null, were tested at the .05
level of significance.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
01
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for student tardiness to class in a secondary 
school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
02
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for lack of motivation to learn specific 
material in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
03
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not bringing materials to class in 
a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
04
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers aB to antecedent 
conditions for students not completing clasB assignments 
in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
05
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teacherB as to antecedent
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conditions foe disrespectfulness toward teachers in a
secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean 
06
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students skipping class in a secondary 
school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
07
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for class interruptions in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
08
perception of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students missing class because of other 
school activities in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
09
perception of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for involvement of teachers in extra-curricular 
activities to the detriment of their teaching duties in a 
secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
010
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of teachers in a secondary
49
school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean 
Oil
perceptions of selected secondary school principals! 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of students in a secondary 
school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean 
012
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for truancy in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
013
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for social promotion in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
014
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students checking out of school with a 
forged early dismissal note in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
015
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for teenage pregnancy in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
016
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent
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conditions for drug abuse in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
017
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for an Inappropriate curriculum in a secondary 
school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
018
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for too much paperwork for teachers in a 
secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
019
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for nonteaching duties interfering with 
teaching duties in a secondary school.
H There will be no significant differences among the mean
020
perceptions of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for insufficient supervision of the 
instructional program by the school administration in a 
* secondary school.
Summary
The population Involved in this study consisted of three groups: 
secondary school principals, secondary school guidance counselors, and 
secondary school teachers. The principals, N ■ 48, represented 48
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schools and 38 school divisions* The guidance counselors, N ■ 46, 
represented 46 schools and 38 school divisions. The teachers, N - 
350, represent 68 schools and 38 school divisions*
The design was a combination of descriptive methods including 
interviews, questionnaire survey and factor analysis designed to show 
differences between groups. Twenty problems facing education were 
selected for this study. The twenty areas were: student tardiness to
class, lack of motivation in students to learn specific material In 
class, studentB not bringing materials to cIssb, students not 
completing class assignments, dlsrespectfulneBs toward a teacher, 
skipping class, class interruptions, students missing class because 
of other school activities, involvement of teachers in extra­
curricular activities to the detriment of their teaching duties, 
poor teacher morale, poor attitude of students, truancy, social 
promotion, students checking out of school with a fake early dismissal 
note, teenage pregnancy, drug abuse, Inappropriate curriculum, too 
much paperwork, nonteaching duties interfering with teaching duties, 
and insufficient supervision of the Instructional program by the 
school administration.
An interview guide and a two-part questionnaire were developed by 
the writer to gather data. The interview guide was adapted from a 
similar guide and field tested three times before use; the 
questionnaire was developed by the writer to elicit perceptions about 
the data collected through the interviews and was field tested with 
62 graduate students.
The data needed to develop the questionnaire were collected
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through interviews with the panel of jurors. The questionnaires were 
'sailed to 770 secondary school personnel with 441 questionnaires being 
returned. The data obtained yielded descriptive statistics about the 
secondary school personnel. A mean score was obtained for each group 
of secondary school personnel for their rating given to each problem. 
The eta coefficient was used to determine the strength of the 
relationship between the nominal and Interval variables for each group 
of secondary school personnel.
CHAPTER 4 
Analysis of Data 
Introduction
This study consisted of descriptive'survey and correlational 
research with data obtained from three groups: (a) secondary school
principals, (b) secondary school guidance counselors, and (c) 
secondary school classroom teachers. A census was taken of the 
principals In the sixty-nine secondary schools in the survey area.
The chairman of each school's guidance department was selected 
judgmentally to be surveyed. The classroom teachers were selected 
through a combination of random sampling In Virginia and systematic 
sampling In Tennessee.
The number of returned questionnaires was over fifty percent, 
which was deemed by the researcher as an acceptable level. The 
endorsement from each superintendent and special help from personnel 
in the school systems surveyed attributed to this acceptable return.
Collection of Data
Survey
The survey consisted of two parts to be completed by each of the 
three secondary personnel groups. Part I of the instrument was used 
to collect the demographic data from the participants. Each 
participant was asked for the following: (a) job title, (b) sex,
(c) age group, and (d) level of education. Part II was a
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questionnaire used to establish a mean perception score for the 
participants on each variable and consisted of 61 indicators divided 
among the 20 problems.
There were 770 questionnaires sent to the selected secondary 
school personnel in the two congressional districts; 441 
questionnaires were completed and returned; 48 questionnaires were 
completed by principals; 46 by guidance counselors, and 347 by 
classroom teachers. This represents a 57 percent return of the 
questionnaires.
Demographic Data
Sex
There were 217 (48.9 percent) male respondents; 209 (47.I 
percent) respondents were female; 18 (4.1percent) did not mark this 
category. The sex of the respondents is summarized in Table 1.
Table 1
Sex of Respondents
Male Female No Response
Number 217 209 18
Per Cent 48.9 47.1 4.1
As summarized in Table 1, an almost equal number of respondents 
were male and female. Although other data was not summarized by sex, 
each sex was well represented in the survey.
Age Groups
As described In Table 2, 38 (8.6 percent) were in the 20-29 years
of age group; 154 (34.7 per cent) were in the 30-39 years of age 
group; 150 (33.8 percent) were in the 40-49 years of age group; 81 
(18.2 percent) were in the 50-59 years of age group; 13 (2.9 percent) 
were In the over 60 years of age group. Eight (1.8 percent) did not 
respond to this item.
Table 2
Age Groups of Respondents
20-29 yrs 30-39 yrs 40-49 yrs 50-59 yrB Over 60 yrs No Resp
N 38 154 150 81 13 8
Percent 8.6 34.7 33.;3 18.2 2.9 1.8
Table 3
Experience of Respondents
Experience N Percent
0 - 9  years of exp. 93 20.9
10 - 19 years of exp. 182 41.0
20 - 29 years of exp. • 128 28.8
30 - 39 years of exp. 37 8.3
Over 40 years of exp. 3 .7
Non-respondents 1 .2
As shown in Table 3, 20.9 percent of the respondents were in the 
0-9 years of experience group, 41.0 percent were in the 10-19 years of 
experience group, 28.8 percent were ‘in the 20-29 years of experience
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group, 8*3 percent were In the 30-39 years of experience group, and .7 
percent were in the over AO years of experience group* Non-respondent 
node up .2 percent of the total.
After the personnel were selected to be Included in the survey, 
a total of 770 surveys was distributed through the nail. A total of 
A41 survey forms was returned as described in Table A.
Table 4
Percent of Usable Returns
Principals Counselors Teachers Totals
No* Surveyed 69 69 632 770
No* Returned 48 46 347 441
X of Returns
-
10.9 10.4 78.7 100
A Bachelor's degree was held by 185 (41.7 percent) respondents; a 
Master's degree was held by 166 (37.4 percent) of the respondents; a 
Master's degree plus 30 semester hours had been attained by 74 (16.7 
per cent) of the respondents. Ten (2.3 percent) had obtained a 
doctoral degree. The educational level of the respondents is 
summarised in Table 5.
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Table 5
Educational Level of Respondents
Bachelor's Master's Master's + 30 Doctorate
N 185 166 74 10
X 41.7 37.4 16.7 2.3
Fart II of the survey listed 20 problems facing secondary schools 
In the two congressional districts* Each problem listed one or more 
Indicators that the panel members felt would indicate the problem 
could develop* Each Indicator was followed by five responses ranging 
from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly Disagree." An Individual score 
was determined by using numerical values (4* 3* 2, 1, 0) for the 
responses* A mean score for each Indicator was computed.
Problem Analysis
The following Is an Item by item analysis of the responses to the 
indicators by the selected personnel.
As shown in Table 6, the Indicator with the highest mean rating 
from the total group was "The teacher does not enforce the school 
tardy rule." The Indicator with the next highest rating from the 
total group was "The teacher does not have high expectations for 
students to be on time." The Indicator with the next highest rating 
from the total group was "The teacher is late to class." The 
indicator with the next highest rating was "The tardy rule Is not 
explained to students." The Indicator which received the lowest mean 
rating was "Teacher does not meet the class at the door."
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Table'6
Cottbloed Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Student
Tardiness to Clasp
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate student tardiness 
to class:
Indicator— The teacher is late to class*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 345 1050.0000 3.0435 1.1442
Guidance Counselor 45 149.0000 3.3111 .9960
Principal 46 154.0000 3.3478 .8748
Total 436 1353.0000 3.1032 1.1083
Indicator— Teacher does not meet class at the door.►
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 654.0000 1.9067 1.1535
Guidance Counselor 46 106.0000 2.3043 1.1522
Principal 47 116.0000 2.4681 1.1200
Total 436 876.0000 2.0092 1.1498
Indicator— Teacher does not have high expectations for students to
on tine*
n Stun Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 1123.0000 3.2741 1.0682 ‘
Guidance Counselor 46 159.0000 3.4565 .9118
Principal 48 166.0000 3.4583 .8742
Total 437 1448.0000. 3.3135 1.0339
Indicator— Teacher does not enforce the school tardy rule*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 346 1187.0000 3.4306 .9213
Guidance Counselor 46 164.0000 3.5652 .8341
Principal 47 169.0000 3.5957 .7984
Total 439 1520.0000 3.4624 .9004
Indicator— Tardy rule is not explained to students •
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 3?6 945.0000 2.7312 1.2063
Guidance Counselor 46 131.0000 2.8478 1.3494
Principal 47 126.0000 2.6809 1.2702
Total 439 1202.0000 2.7380 1.2286
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Table 7
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Student
Motivation to Learn
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate student 
motivation to learn:
Indicator— The teacher allows a lot of non-directed class time.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Claaaroom Teacher 346 1043.0000 3.1045 1.0086
Guidance Counselor 45 129.0000 2.8667 1.1402
Principal 47 156.0000 3.3191 .9114
Total 438 1328.0000 3.0320 1.0130
Indicator—-There is a slow return and slow grading of student work
by the teacher*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 345 976.0000 2.8290 .9748
Guidance Counselor 46 146.0000 3.1739 .8247
Principal 47 143.0000 3.0426 .9315
Total 438 1265.0000 2.88B1 .9558
Indicator— The teacher assigns inappropriate class work.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 345 1024i0000 2.9681 .9922
Guidance Counselor 46 142.0000 3.0870 1.0714 '
Principal 46 145.0000 3.1522 .9563
Total 437 1311.0000 3.0000 .9980
Indicator— The teacher has not remained up-to-date in subject area.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 346 984.0000 2.8439 1.0544
Guidance Counselor 46 134.0000 2.9130 1.0290
Principal 47 139.0000 2.9574 .9771
Total 439 1257.0000 2.8633 1.0439
Indicator— The teacher is not prepared for class.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 346 1118.0000 3.2312 1.0460
Guidance Counselor 46 149.0000 3.2391 1.0992
Principal 48 159.0000 3.3125 1.0750
Total 440 1426.0000 3.2409 1.0548
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As shown In Table 7, the combined perceptional scores of all 
school personnel on "Student Motivation to Learn" rated the Indicator 
"The teacher Is not prepared for class" highest; the second highest 
rated Indicator was "The teacher allows a lot of non-directed class 
time*" "The teacher assigns inappropriate class work" received the 
third highest mean rating. "There 1b a slow return and alow grading of 
student work, by the teacher" received the fourth highest mean rating. 
"The teacher has not remained up-to-date In subject area" received the 
lowest mean rating in Table 7.
Table 8
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Students Mot 
Bringing Material to Class
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate students not 
bringing material to class:
Indicator— The teacher does not have high expectations for the 
class.
N Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 346 1023.0000 2.9566 1.1117
Guidance Counselor 44 148.0000 3.3636 .9667
Principal 48 160.0000 3.3333 .9528
Total 438 1331.0000 3.0388 1.0819
Indicator— The teacher does not emphasize class expectations during 
the first bIx weeks.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 342 1014.0000 2.9649 1.1145
Guidance Counselor 45 146.0000 3.2444 1.0478
Principal 47 155.0000 3.2979 • 8S76
All 434 1315.0000 3.0300 1.0832
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As shown, Table 8, which dealt with "Students Not Bringing 
Materials to CIs b s," consisted of two indicators. The Indicator 
dealing with "The teacher does not have high expectations for the 
class" received the highest mean rating. The indicator dealing with 
"The teacher does not emphasise class expectations during the first 
six weeks" received the lower mean rating. The classroom teacher gave 
these two Items the lowest rating of the three groups.
Table 9
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Students Not 
Completing Class Assignments
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate students not 
completing class assignments:
Indicator— The teacher does not have high expectations for students 
to complete class assignments.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 344 994.0000 2.8895 1.1246
Guidance Counselor 45 149.0000 3.3111 .6481
Principal 48 154.0000 3.2082 .9666
Total 437 1297.0000 2.9680 1.0834
Indicator— Assignments are not collected and graded.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 1025.0000 2.9883 1.0814
Guidance Counselor 45 149.0000 3.3111 .9492
Principal 47 153.0000 3.2553 .8715
Total 435 1327.0000 3.0506 1.0481
Indicator— Assignments are not returned to studentsI.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 952.0000 2.8000 1.0453
Guidance Counselor 45 144.0000 3.2000 .9677
Principal 47 150.0000 3.1915 .9699
Total 432 1246.0000 2.8843 1.0297
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As shown, Table 9 consisted of three items dealing with the 
problem of "Students Not Completing Class Assignments." The indicator 
with the highest mean rating dealt with "Assignments are not collected 
and graded." The middle mean rated item was "The teacher does not 
have high expectations for students." The classroom teacher had the 
lowest mean rating on each indicator. The guidance counselor had the 
highest mean rating on each Indicator.
As shown in Table 10, the combined perceptional scores of all 
school personnel on "Student Disrespectfulness Toward a Teachers" is 
summarized. The indicator with the highest mean rating was "The 
teacher is inconsistent in following school rules." The indicator 
with the second highest mean rating was "The teacher disciplines 
students by ridiculing students." The indicator with the third 
highest mean rating was "The teacher does not treat students as 
individuals." The fourth highest rated mean was "The teacher backs 
students into a corner." The lowest mean rating dealt with "The 
teacher can not show a fondness for students without becoming too 
friendly with students." The principal had the highest mean rating 
on four of the five indicators.
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Table 10
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Student
PlareBpectfulnesa toward A Teacher
The following antecedent condltlona would anticipate atudent 
dlarespectfulneas toward a. teacher:
Indicator— 'The teacher "backs students Into a corner*"
N Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 339 944.0000 2.7847 1.0537
Guidance Counselor 45 136.0000 3.0222 1.1178
Principal 46 146.0000 3.1739 .9956
Total 430 1226.0000 2.8512 1.0546
Indicator— The teacher disciplines students by ridiculing students.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 373 1005.0000 2.9300 1.0293
Guidance Counselor 46 153.0000 3.3261 .8180
Principal 47 158.0000 3.3617 .8704
Total 436 1316.0000 3.0183 .9934
Indicator— The teacher does not treat students as individuals.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 372 989.0000 2.8918 1.0029
Guidance Counselor 46 149.0000 3.2391 .9930
Principal 46 138.0000 3.0000 .9661
Total 434 1276.0000 2.9401 .9981
Indicator— The teacher can not show a fondness for students without 
becoming too friendly with students*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 344 767.0000 2.2297 1.1840
Guidance Counselor 46 102.0000 2.2174 1.3319
Principal 47 122.0000 2.5957 1.0766
Total 437 991.0000 2.2677 1.1894
Indicator— The teacher Is Inconsistent In following school rules.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 375 1086.0000 3.1478 .9299
Guidance Counselor 46 153.0000 3.3261 .8958
Principal 48 160.0000 3.3333 .8337
Total 439 1399.0000 3.1868 .9165
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Table 11
Cottblned Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Students 
Skipping Class
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate students skipping 
class:
Indicator— The teacher does not check on student absences daily.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 344 1080.0000 3.1395 1.0460
Guidance Counselor 44 143.0000 3.2500 1.0810
Principal 48 161.0000 3.3542 .9563
Total 436 1384.0000 3.1743 1.0402
Indicator— The teacher does not check with student when student
returns to class.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 344 1062.0000 3.0872 1.0035
Guidance Counselor 44 140.0000 3.1818 .9710
Principal 47 157.0000 3.3404 .8412
Total 435 1359.0000 3.1241 .9842
In Table 11, the combined perceptional scores of all school 
personnel on the problem of "Students Skipping Class" were tabulated* 
The higher rated mean score dealt with the indicator "The teacher 
does not check on student absences dally*" The lower rated mean score 
was associated with the Indicator "The teacher does not check with 
student when student returns to class." With both Indicators, the 
highest mean rating was given by the principals, the next highest 
mean rating was given by the guidance counselors, and the lowest mean 
rating was given by the classroom teachers.
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Table 12
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Class
Interruptions
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate class 
Interruptions:
Indicator— The school does not have guidelines to limit the use of
the public address system.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 346 1133.0000 3.2746 .9463
Guidance Counselor 44 141.0000 3.2045 1.0908
Principal 47 155.0000 3.2979 .9981
Total 437 1429.0000 3.2700 .9671
Indicator— The school does not have guidelines to keep students in
class*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 1060.0000 3.1176 1.0180 .
Guidance Counselor 46 141.0000 3.0652 1.2365
Principal 47 137.0000 2.9149 1.2654
Total 433 1338.0000 3.0901 1.0716
Indicator— The teacher does not report: students from other classrooms
who are disturbing his class.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 342 988.0000 2.8889 .9774
Guidance Counselor 46 146.0000 3.1739 .9956
Principal 45 136.0000 3.0222 1.0551
Total 433 1270.0000 2.9330 .9876
As shown In Table 12, the combined perceptional scores of all
school personnel on "Student Diarespectfulneaa Toward a Teacher" were 
tabulated* The Indicator "The school does not have guidelines to 
limit the use of the public address system" received the highest mean 
rating* The Indicator "The school does not have guidelines to keep 
students In class" received the second highest rating, while the
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Indicator "The teacher does not report atudentB from other classrooms 
who are disturbing his class" received the lowest mean rating of the 
three indicators*
Table 13
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Students 
Missing Class Because of Other School Activities
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate students missing 
class because of other school activities:
Indicator— The school does not have guidelines to schedule these 
activities after school.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 344 1011.0000 2.9390 .9981
Guidance Counselor 44 133.0000 3.0227 1.0452
Principal 48 134.0000 2.7917 1.0097
Total 436 1278.0000 2.9312 1.0042
Indicator— Teachers are not Involved In the policy making process.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 341 996.0000 2.9208 .9469
Guidance Counselor 45 122.0000 2.7111 1.2177
Principal 46 115.0000 2.5000 1.0488
Total 432 1233.0000 2.8542 .9890
Indicator— Students are not required to make up the missed time
during a study hall or other such time.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 980.0000 2.8824 1.0266
Guidance Counselor 44 118.0000 2.6818 1.2533
Principal 47 121.0000 2.5745 1.1562
Total 431 1219.0000 2.8283 1.0660
As shown In Table 13, the responses for the variable "Students 
missing class because of other school activities" were tabulated* The 
Indicator "The school does not have guidelines to schedule these
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activities after school" received the highest mean rating of the three 
Indicators in this group* The second highest mean rating in this 
group dealt with the indicator "Teachers are not Involved In the 
policy making process." The lowest rated indicator in this group was 
"Students are not required to make up the missed class time during a 
study hall or other such time*" The lowest ratings In this group came 
from the principals.
Table 14 .
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on 
Over-Involvement of Teachers in Extra-Curricular Activities
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate over-involvement 
of teachers in extra-curricular activities:
Indicator— Teachers are Involved in extra-curricular activities more 
than one night a week in addition to daily practices.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 342 977.0000 2.8567 1.0612
Guidance Counselor 42 127.0000 3.0238 .9497
Principal 47 105.0000 2.2340 1.2017
Total 431 1209.0000 2.8051 1.0671
Indicator— Teachers are Involved in more than one extra-curricular 
activity.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 338 973.0000 2.8787 .9926
Cuidance Counselor 45 128.0000 2.B444 1.0651
Principal 48 108.0000 2.2500 1.1013
Total 431 1209.0000 2.8951 1.0127
Table 14 dealt with two indicators for the variable "Over 
Involvement of teachers in extra-curricular activities” to the 
detriment of their teaching duties. The indicator "Teachers are
Involved in extra-curricular activities more than one night a week in 
addition to daily practices" received a higher mean rating than the 
indicator "Teachers are Involved in more than one extra-curricular 
activity" received. The principals gave the lowest ratings on both of 
these indicators.
As shown in Table 15. the mean ratings for the four Indicators to 
the problem "Poor teacher morale" are summarised. The highest mean 
rating for this item was "There is a lack of Involvement of teachers 
in formation of school policy." The indicator with the second highest 
mean rating was "Constant teacher complaints." The indicator with the 
third highest mean rating was "School activities are conducted by a 
few members." The indicator with the lowest mean rating was "There is 
a lack of participation of teachers in school activities." The 
classroom teacher gave the lowest mean rating to each item except for 
the indicator "There is a lack of Involvement of teachers in formation 
of school policy." On this item, the principals had the lowest mean 
rating.
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Table 15
Contained Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Poor Teacher 
Morale
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate poor teacher 
morale:
Indicator— The re Is a lack of participation of teachers in school 
activities.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 339 847.0000 2.4985 1.0943
Guidance Counselor 43 114.0000 2.6512 1.0665
Principal 47 135.0000 2.8723 .6794
Total 429 1096.0000 2.5548 1.0546
Indicator— There is a lack of Involvement of teachers In formation of 
school policy.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 344 1076.0000 3.1279 .9327
Guidance Counselor 45 145.0000 3.2222 .8762
Principal 47 133.0000 2.8298 .7015
Total 436 1354.0000 3.1055 .9052
Indicator— School activities are conducted by a few teachers.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 350 938.0000 2.7588 1.0308
Guidance Counselor 45 125.0000 2.7778 .9975
Principal 46 127.0000 2.7609 .9472
Total 431 1190.0000 2.7610 1.0189
Indicator— Constant teacher complaints *
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 321 930.0000 2.8972 .9414
Guidance Counselor 45 135.0000 3.0000 .9045
Principal 46 138.0000 3.0000 .7888
Total 412 1203.0000 2.9199 .9219
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Table 16
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Poor Attitude 
of Students
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate poor attitude of 
atudenta:
Indicator— The re la a low percentage of students participating In 
non-athletic activities*
n Sum Kean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 338 795.0000 2.3521 1.0662
Guidance Counselor 45 103.0000 2.2889 1.1604
Principal 48 124.0000 2.5833 .8952
Total 431 1022.0000 2.3712 1.0590
Indicator— There is a 
activities.
poor attendance of students at school
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 338 855.0000 2.5296 1.0047
Guidance Counselor 46 126.0000 2.7391 .9530
Principal 46 123.0000 2.6739 .7903
Total 430 1104.0000 2.5674 .9789
Indicator— The student body is dividedi into groups (cliques. gangs).
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 339 941.0000 2.7758 .9342
Guidance Counselor 46 127.0000 2.7609 .9930
Principal 47 122.0000 2.5957 .9926 ‘
Total 432 1190.0000 2.7546 .9469
Table 16 summarizes the mean scores for "The problem with poor 
attitude of students." The Indicator, "The student body Is divided 
into groups (cliques, gangs),'1 received the highest mean score; the 
Indicator, "There Is poor attendance of students at school 
activities," received the next highest mean rating while the 
Indicator, "There Is a low percentage of students participating in
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non-athletic activities", received the lowest mean rating.
Table 17
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Truancy
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate truancy:
Indicator— The school system doeB not have a clear cut policy to deal 
with truancy.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 342 1014.0000 2.9649 1.1276
Guidance Counselor 44 136.0000 3.0909 1.1777
Principal 48 154.0000 3.2083 .9216
Total 434 1304.0000 3.0046 1.1122
Indicator— Not checking previous attendance records of students.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 336 952.0000 2.8333 .8821
Guidance Counselor 45 129.0000 2.8667 .9195
Principal 47 141.0000 3.0000 .8341
Total 428 1222.0000 2.8551 .8810
Indicator— The absence of a policy tying attendance to course credit.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 1067.0000 3.1382 .9784
Guidance Counselor 46 122.0000 2.6522 1.2687
Principal 47 143.0000 3.0426 .9546
Total 433 1332.0000 3.0762 1.0102
As shown In Table 17, the mean ratings for the variable dealing 
with truancy were summarized. The indicator, "The absence of a policy 
tying attendance to course credit", received the highest mean rating. 
The indicator, "The school system does not have a clear cut policy to 
deal with truancy", received the second highest mean rating score.
The Indicator, "By checking previous attendance records of students," 
received the lowest mean rating score in this group.
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Table 18
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Social
Promotion
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate social promotion: 
Indicator— ‘Student achievement is below grade level.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 331 871.0000 2.6314 1.0745
Guidance Counselor 43 114.0000 2.6512 1.1314
Principal 46 120.0000 2.6087 1.0430
Total 420 1105.0000 2.6310 1.0771
As shown, Table 18 contains the perceptions scores of all school 
personnel on social promotion for the one Indicator.
Table 19
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Fake Early 
Dismissal Notes
The following antecedent condition would anticipate fake early 
dismissal notes:
Indicator—  The school does not have a system for verifying note with 
parent or home.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 341 1098.0000 3.2199 1.0744
Guidance Counselors 45 146.0000 3.2444 1.1513
Principal 48 144.0000 3.0000 1.0314
Total 434 1388.0000 3.1982 1.0758
As shown, Table 19 contains the combined perceptional scores of 
all school personnel on fake early dismissal notes. The one indicator 
under this Item received the highest rating from the guidance
counselorsi the next higher rating came from the classroom teachers, 
and the lowest rating from the principals.
Table 20
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Teenage 
Pregnancy
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate teenage 
pregnancy:
Indicator— The school system does not Include programs concerning 
teenage pregnancy in its curriculum.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 920.0000 2.6822 1.0900
Guidance Counselor 44 116.0000 2.6364 1.1632
Principal 48 122.0000 2.5417 1.0306
Total 435 1158.0000 2.6621 1.0913
Indicator— Lack of parental supervision following school activities.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 1069.0000 3.1166 .8708
Guidance Counselor 46 147.0000 3.1957 .7489
Principal 48 145.0000 3.0208 .7290
Total 437 1361.0000 3.1144 .8445
Indicator— Peer pressure from pregnant: students.
n Sum He an Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 3*3 654.0000 1.9067 1.0936
Guidance Counselor 46 84.0000. 1.8261 1.1605
Principal 48 89.0000 1.8542 1.1107
Total 437 827.0000 1.8924 1.1026
Indicator— Unstable family In student* s life.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 1102.0000 3.2412 .7608
Guidance Counselor 44 137.0000 3.1136 .8685
Principal 48 157.0000 3.2708 .6760
Total 432 1396.0000 3.2315 .7636
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Table 20 contained the combined perceptional scores of all school 
personnel on the problem of teenage pregnancy* The indicator with the 
highest mean rating was "Unstable family In student's life*" The next 
highest mean rating was for the indicator "Lack of parental 
supervision following school activities." The indicator dealing with 
"The school system does not Include programs concerning teenage 
pregnancy In its curriculum" received the third highest mean rating 
while the indicator "Peer pressure from pregnant students" received 
the lowest mean rating in the study.
As shown In Table 21, the perceptional scoreB of all the school 
personnel on "Drug Abuse" are summarized. The following Is a ranking 
of the Indicators from the highest to the lowest mean rating: "Peer
pressure from other students who are using drugs," "Lack of parental 
supervision following school activities," "Lack of student 
self-esteem," and "The school system does not include programs 
concerning drug abuse in its curriculum." The guidance counselors 
had the highest mean rating on three of the four Indicators while the 
principals had the lowest mean rating on each of the Indicators*
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Table 21
Combined Perceptional ScoreB of all School Personnel on Drug Abuse
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate drug abuse:
Indicator—  The school system does not include programs concerning 
drug abuse in its curriculum.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 341 898.0000 2.6334 1.0533
Guidance Counselor 44 113.0000 2.5682 1.2085
Principal 48 121.0000 2.5208 .9891
Total 433 1132.0000 2.6143 1.0631
Indicator— Lack of parental supervision following school activities.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 1115.0000 3.2507 .7732
Guidance Counselor 45 142.0000 3.1556 .6727
Principal 48 152.0000 3.1667 .7810
Total 436 1409.0000 3.2317 .7644
Indicator— Lack of student self-eateem.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 3*5 1100.0000 3.18B4 .7827
Guidance Counselor 46 157.0000 3.4130 .5406
Principal 48 159.0000 3.3125 .6574
Total 439 1416.0000 3.2255 .7484
Indicator— Peer pressure from other students who are using drugs.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 1141.0000 3.3559 .6826
Guidance Counselor 45 153.0000 3.4000 .7198
Principal 48 157.0000 3.2708 .5739
Total 433 1451.0000 3.3510 .6755
t
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Table 22
Combined Perceptional Scores o£ all School Personnel on Inappropriate 
Curriculum
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate Inappropriate 
curriculum:
Indicator— There are no provisions for student/teacher Input Into the 
curriculum*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 343 1055.0000 3.0758 .9355
Guidance Counselor 44 140.0000 3.1818 .7857
Principal 48 137.0000 2.8542 .8989
Total 435 1332.0000 3.0621 .9161
Indicator— There is no provision for a needs assessment program.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 341 1008.0000 2.9560 .9273
Guidance Counselor 46 132.0000 2.8696 .9800
Principal 48 139.0000 2.8958 .8313
Tbtal 435 1279.0000 2.9402 .9230
Indicator— There is a shortage of manpower and space*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 338 106Q.0000 3.1361 .9208
Guidance Counselor 46 144.0000 3.1304 .8847
Principal 48 142.0000 2.9583 .7707
Total 432 1346.0000 3.1157 .9018
As shown in Table 22, the combined perceptional. scores of all
school personnel on "Inappropriate Curriculum" are summarized* The 
Indicator with the highest mean rating was "There is a shortage of 
manpower and space*" The mean with the next highest rating was "There 
are no provisions for student/teacher input into the curriculum*" The 
indicator with the lowest mean rating was "There is no provision for a 
needs assessment program."
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Table 23
• Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Too Much
Paperwork for Teachers
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate too much 
paperwork for teachers:
Indicator— Classes are ioverloaded.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 339 1129.0000 3.3304 .8854
Guidance Counselor 44 145.0000 3.2955 .7947
Principal 46 129.0000 2.8043 .8594
Total 429 1403.0000 3.2704 .8740
Indicator— Students are placed In inappropriate courses.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 337 1054.0000 3.1276 .9963
Guidance Counselor 46 103.0000 2.2391 1.2856
Principal 48 115.0000 2.3958 .9394
Total 431 1272.0000 2.9513 1.0247
As shown In Table 23, the perceptional scores of all school
personnel on "Too Huch Paperwork for Teachers" are summarized. The 
Indicator with the higher mean rating was "Classes are overloaded." 
The Indicator with the lower mean rating was "Students are placed In 
inappropriate courses." The teachers gave the highest ratings to the 
indicators in Table 23.
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Table 24
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Nonteaching
Duties Interfering With Teaching Duties
The following antecedent conditions would anticipate nonteaching
duties Interfering with teaching duties:
Indicator— Decreasing faculty size.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 341 984.0000 2.8856 1.0800
Guidance Counselor 44 122.0000 2.7727 1.0968
Principal 48 126.0000 2.6250 1.0842
Total 433 1232.0000 2.8453 1.0821
Indicator— Unequal assignment of faculty to nonteaching duties*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 339 1094.0000 3.2271 .8626
Guidance Counselor 43 130.0000 3.0233 .9383
Principal 48 133.0000 2.7708 .9280
Total 430 1357.0000 3.1558 .8777
Table 24 s'ununarlzes the perceptional scores of all school
personnel on "Nonteaching Duties Interfering With Teaching Duties."
Of the two indicators, the Indicator with the highest mean rating was 
"Unequal assignment of faculty to nonteaching duties." The indicator 
with the lower rating was "Decreasing faculty size." The classroom 
teachers gave the highest ratings to these Indicators*
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Table 25
Combined Perceptional Scores of all School Personnel on Insufficient
Supervision of Teachers
The following antecedent conditions would, anticipate insufficient
supervision of teachers:
Indicator— Absence of directives from the central office requiring
adequate supervision of the instructional program by the school
administration*
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 342 989.Q000 2.8918 .9763
Guidance Counselor 43 124.0000 2.8837 1.0513
Principal 48 122.0000 2.5417 1.0711
Total 4*3 1235.0000 2.8522 .9946
Indicator— ’Failure of the administration to incorporate new
technology Into the school.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 339 883.0000 2.6047 1.0421
Guidance Counselor 45 126.0000 2.8000 .9909
Principal 48 126.0000 2.6250 .9593
Total 432 1135.0000 2.6273 1.0281
Indicator— Performance of non-adminlstrative duties by the
administration.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 340 957.0000 2.8147 .9397
Guidance Counselor 46 132.0000 2.8696 .8847
Principal 48 150.0000 3.1250 .8660
Total 434 1239.0000 2.8548 .9263
Indicator— Lack of following Job description by the administration.
n Sum Mean Std Dev
Classroom Teacher 337 954.0000 2.8309 .9086
Guidance Counselor 46 137.0000 2.9783 .9307
Principal 48 119.0000 2.4792 1.0104
Total 431 1210.0000 2.8074 .9226
Aa shown in Table 25, the perceptional scores of all school
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personnel on "Insufficient Supervision of Teachers" are summarised.
The Indicator with the highest mean rating was "Performance of non- 
administrative jobs by the administration." This was rated highest by 
the principals. The indicator with the second highest mean rating was 
"Absence of directives from the central office requiring adequate 
supervision of the instructional program by the school 
administration." This was rated highest by the teachers. The 
indicator with the third highest mean rating was "Lack of Following 
job description by the administration." This was rated highest by the 
guidance counselors. The indicator with the lowest mean rating was 
"Failure of the administration to Incorporate new technology into the 
school." This was rated highest by the principals.
Factor Analysis 
The previous statistical treatments were concerned with 20 
problems obtained through the Interview of a panel of jurors. In an 
attempt to determine the number of underlying variables or factors 
in these 20 problems, factor analysis was performed on the problems. 
This Indicates which indicators belong together because they 
virtually measure the same thing. With a correlation level of .50, 
factor analysis gave the following groupings of indicators which 
virtually measure the same thing:
Factor 1— Indlcatora dealing with classroom performance.
Indicator: Teacher is late to class.
Indicator: Teacher does not have high expectations for students to be
on time.
Indicator;
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator;
Indicator:
indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator;
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
indicator;
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator;
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Teacher does not enforce the achool tardy rule*
Tardy rule is not explained to students.
Teacher allows a lot of non-directed class time.
There Is a slow return and slow grading of student work by 
teacher.
The teacher assigns inappropriate class work.
The teacher has not remained up-to-date In subject area. 
The teacher Is not prepared for class.
The teacher does not have high expectations for the class.
The teacher does not emphasize class expectations during
the first six weeks.
The teacher does not have high expectations for students.
Assignments are not collected and graded.
Assignments are not returned to students.
The teacher "backs students into a corner."
The teacher disciplines students by ridiculing students.
The teacher doeB not treat students as Individuals.
The teacher is Inconsistent in following school rules.
The teacher does not check on student absences dally.
The teacher does not check with student when student
returns to class.
The school does not have guidelines to limit the use of 
the public address system.
The school does not have guidelines to keep students In 
class.
The teacher does not report students from other classrooms 
who are disturbing his class.
The school doeB not have guidelines to schedule these 
activities after school.
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Indicator
Indicator
Indicator
Indicator
Indicator;
Indicator
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Indicator:
Factor 2—  
Indicator: 
indicator: 
Indicator: 
Factor 3-
Indicator
Indicator
Teachers are not Involved In the policy asking process.
Students are not required to make up the missed class time 
during a study hall or other such time.
There is a lack of involvement of teachers In formation of 
school policy.
The school system does not have a clear cut policy to deal 
with truancy.
The school does not have a system for verifying note with 
parent or home.
The school system does not include programs concerning 
drug abuse in its curriculum.
There are no provisions for student/teacher input into the 
curriculum.
There Is no provision for a needs assessment program. 
Classes are overloaded.
Absence of directives from the central office requiring 
adequate supervision of the Instructional program by the 
school administration.
Fal'lure of the administration to incorporate new 
technology Into the school.
Lack of following Job description by the administration.
Indicators dealing with family.
Lack of parental supervision following school activities. 
Unstable family In student's life.
Lack of parental supervision following school activities.
Indicators dealing with teacher participation outside of 
class.
There is a lack of participation of teachers In school 
activities.
School activities are conducted by a few teachers.
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Rotated Factor Matrix 
A rotated factor matrix gives further groupings of the indicators 
that tend to measure the same thing:
Factor 1— Indlcators Dealing With Teachers 
Indicator: Teacher Is late to class.
Indicator: Teacher does not have high expectations for students to be
on time.
Indicator; Teacher does not enforce the school tardy rule*
Indicator: Tardy rule Is not explained to students.
Indicator: Teacher allows a lot of non-dlrected class time.
Indicator: There is a slow return and slow grading of student work by
the teacher.
Indicator: The teacher assigns Inappropriate class work.
Indicator: The teacher has not remained up-to-date In subject area.
Indicator: The teacher Is not prepared for class.
Indicator: The teacher does not have high expectations for the class.
Indicator: The teacher does not emphasize class expectations during
the first six weeks.
Indicator: The teacher does not have high expectations for BtudentB.
Indicator: Assignments are not collected and graded.
Indicator: Assignments are not returned to students.
Indicator: The teacher "backs students into a corner."
Indicator: The teacher disciplines students by ridiculing students.
Indicator: The teacher does not treat students as Individuals.
Indicator: The teacher is inconsistent In following school rules.
Indicator: The teacher does not check on student absences daily.
Indicator: The teacher does not check with student when student
returns to class.
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Factor Z— Indicators Dealing With Administration
Indicator: There is no provision for a needs assessment program.
Indicator: Absence of directives from the central office requiring 
adequate supervision of the Instructional program by the 
school administration.
Indicator: Performance of non-adminlstrative duties by the
administration.
Indicator: Lack of following job description by the administration.
Factor 3— Indicators Dealing With Individual School Policy
Indicator; The school does not have guidelines to limit the use of 
the public address system.
Indicator: The school does not have guidelines to keep students in
class.
Indicator: The teacher does not report students from other classrooms
who are disturbing his class.
Indicator: The school does not have guidelines to schedule these
activities after school.
Indicator: Teachers are not Involved in the policy making process.
Indicator: Students are not required to make up the missed class time
during a study hall or other such' time.
Factor 4— Indicators Dealing With Parents
Indicator: Lack of parental supervision following school activities.
Indicator; Peer pressure from other students who are using drugs.
Factor 5— Indicators Dealing With Truancy
Indicator: The school system does not have a clear cut policy to deal
with truancy.
Indicator: By checking previous attendance records of students. 
Indicator: The absence of a policy tying attendance to course credit.
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Factor 6— Indicators Dealing With Student Apathy
.Indicator: There la a low percentage of atudente participating in
non-athletlc activities.
Indicator: There is poor attendance of students at school activities.
Indicator: The student body is divided into groups (cliques, gangs).
Factor 7— Items Dealing With Teacher Apathy
Indicator: There is a lack of participation of teachers in school
activities.
Indicator: School activities are conducted by a few teachers.
Factor 8— Items Dealing With Teacher Over-Involvement
Indicator: Teachers are Involved in extracurricular activities more
than one night a week in addition to daily practices.
Indicator: Teachers are Involved in more than one extra-curricular
activity.
Factor 9— Items Dealing With Interference With Teaching Duties 
Indicator: Decreasing faculty size.
Indicator: Unequal assignment of faculty to nonteaching duties.
Factor 10— Item Dealing With Teacher Preparation
Indicator: The teacher has not remained up-to-date in subject area.
Factor 11— Items Dealing With Peer Pressure
Indicator: Peer pressure from pregnant studentB.
Indicator: Peer pressure from other students who are using drugs.
Factor 12— Item Dealing With Teacher Not Meeting Class At Door
Indicator: Teacher does not meet class at the door.
Factor 13— Item Dealing With Teenage Pregnancy.
Indicator: The school system does not Include programs concerning
teenage pregnancy In its curriculum.
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Factor 14— Items Dealing With Teacher Treatment 0£ Students. 
Indicator: The teacher "backs students Into a corner."
Indicator: The teacher disciplines students by ridiculing students.
Indicator: The teacher does not treat students as individuals.
Correlational Results 
An analysis of variance was run on the secondary personnel to 
determine if there were significant differences among the three 
groups as compared to the 20 problems facing secondary schools in 
the two congressional districts. The eta coefficient was then 
calculated to measure the strength of the relationship.
Table 26
Tardiness to Class
Status
-
N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 347 2.8790 .7889
Counselor 46 3.0935 .7243
Principal 48 3.1115 .6641
F - 3 
eta ■
.1268
.1186
Significance - .0448 
eta squared - .0141
The 441 personnel showed positive scores toward the indicators 
as shown in Table 26. The principals had the highest mean followed 
by the counselors and then the teachers. There was a significant 
difference between the personnel groups and their perceptions about 
the indicators. The association within the groups between status and
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perception was negligible with an eta correlation of .1186 and a eta 
squared correlation of .0141.
Table 27
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Student 
Motivation to Learn
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 347 2.9777 .8455
Counselor 46 3.0609 .8670
Principal 48 3.1531 .8259
F - 1.0179 Significance - .3622
eta - .0680 eta squared ■ .0046
The 441 personnel showed positive scores toward the Indicators 
as shown in Table 27. The counselors had the highest mean followed by 
the principals and then the teachers. There was not a significant 
difference between the personnel groups and their perceptions about 
the Indicators. The association between status and perception was 
negligible with an eta correlation of .0680 and an eta squared of 
.0046.
Table 28
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Students 
Not Bringing Material To Class
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 2.9624 1.0626
Counselor 45 3.3000 .9558
Principal 48 3.3125 .8419
• F - 4.0861 
eta ■ .1356
Significance - .0175 
eta squared * .0814
The 439 personnel showed a positive score toward the Indicators 
as shown In Table 28. The principals had the highest mean rating 
followed by the counselors and then the teachers. There was a 
significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of only .1356 and an eta squared of .0184.
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Table 29
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Not 
Completing Class Assignments
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 347 2.8862 .9410
Counselor 45 3.2741 .8596
Principal 48 3.2153 .8063
P -
eta
5.5935 
- .1580
Significance ■ .0040 
eta squared ■ .0250
The 440 personnel showed a positive score toward the indicators 
as shown In Table 29. The counselors had the highest mean fallowed by 
the principals and then the teachers. There was a significant 
differences between the personnel groups and their perceptions about 
the indicators. The association within the groups between status and 
perception was negligible with an eta correlation of .1380 and an eta 
squared of .0250.
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Table 30
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable
Dlsrespectfulness Toward A Teacher
Status N Hean Std Dev
Teacher 347 2.7983 .7623
Counselor 46 3.0304 .8000
Principal 48 3.0958 .7438
F -
eta
4.3508 
- .1427
Significance - .0111 
eta squared * .0204
The 441 personnel showed positive scores toward the Indicators as 
shown in Table 30* The counselors had the highest mean rating 
followed by the principals and then the teachers. There was a 
significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the Indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .1427 and an eta squared of .0204.
Table 31
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Skipping
Class
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 347 3.1081 .9806
Counselor 45 3.2222 .9686
Principal 48 3.3333 .8464
F -
eta
1.3100 
- .0772
Significance “ .2709 
eta squared - .0060
The 440 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown In Table 31. The principals had the highest 
mean score followed by the counselors and then the teachers. There
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0772 and an eta squared correlation of .0141..
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Table 32
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Class 
Interruptions
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 3.0920 .8364
Counselor 46 3.1594 .9369
Principal 48 3.0868 1.0094
P - .1275 
eta “ .0242
Significance - .8803 
eta squared - .0006
The 440 personnel showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the indicators as shown in Table 32. The counselors had the highest 
M a n  followed by the teachers and then the principals. There were no 
significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0242 and an eta squared of .0006*
Table 33
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Students
Missing Class Because of Other School Activities
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 2.9099 .8041
Counselor 46 2.8116 .9848
Principal 48 2.6389 .9221
P -
eta
2.3315 
- .1028
Significance - .0984 
eta squared ■ .0106
The 440 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward 
the indicators as measured in Table 33. The teachers had the highest 
mean score followed by the counselors and then the principals. There 
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .1028 and an eta squared correlation of .0106*.
94
Table 34
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable 
Involvement of Teachers In Extra-curricular Activities to the 
Detriment of Their Teaching Duties
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 344 2.8648 .9422
Counselor 45 2.9111 .9845
Principal 48 2.2500 1.0768
F -
eta
8.9258 
- .1988
Significance ■ .0002 
eta squared *■ .0395
The 437 respondents showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown In Table 34. The guidance counselors had the 
highest mean rating followed by the teachers and then the principals. 
There was a significant difference between the personnel groups and 
their perceptions about the indicators. The association within the 
groups between status and perception was negligible with an eta 
correlation of .1988 and an eta squared correlation of .0395.
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Table 35
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable 
Poor Teacher Morale
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 2.8198 .7392
Counselor 46 2.9112 .7033
Principal 48 2.8646 .5481
F - .3775 Significance - .6858
eta - .0415 eta squared - .0017
The 440 respondents showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown in Table 35* The counselors had the highest 
mean followed by the principals and then the teachers. There were no 
significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0415 and an eta squared correlation of .0017.
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Table 36
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Poor 
Attitude of Students
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 342 2.5531 .7979
Counselor 46 2.6014 .8451
Principal 48 2.6319 .6781
F - .2561 Significance * .7726
eta ■ .0345 eta squared - .0012
The 436 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown in Table 36. The principals had the highest 
aean followed by the counselors and Chen the teachers. There were no 
significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta of .0345 and 
an eta squared of .0012*
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Table 37
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Truancy
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 344 2.9777 .7573
Counselor 46 2.8732 .8353
Principal 48 3.0833 .6649
P - .9070 
eta ■ .0644
Significance * .4045 
eta squared - .0042
The 438 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown In Table 37* The principals had the highest 
mean rating followed by the teachers and then the counselors. There
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0644 and an eta squared of .0042.
Table 38
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Teenage 
Pregnancy
Status N Mean Std Dey
Teacher 346 2.7363 .5947
Counselor 46 2.6830 .6082
Principal 48 2.6719 .5746
F - .3684 
eta " .0410
Significance - .6921 
eta squared * .0017
The 440 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown In Table 38. The teachers had the highest 
mean rating followed by the counselors and then the principals. There 
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the Indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0410 and an eta squared correlation of .0017.
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Table 39
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Drug 
Abuse
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 3.1084 .5579
Counselor 46 3.1395 .5571
Principal 48 3.0667 .4940
•
F - .2013 
eta ■ .0303
Significance ■ .8177 
eta squared - .0009
The 440 personnel showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown in Table 39* The counselors had the highest 
tMan rating followed by the teachers and then the principals* All 
naan scores were above 3*0000. There were no significant differences 
between the personnel groups and their perceptions about the 
Indicators* The association within the groups between statuB and 
perception was negligible with an eta correlation of .0303 and an eta 
squared of .0009.
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Table 40
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable 
Inappropriate Curriculum
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 345 3.0551 .7449
Counselor 46 3.0652 .6339
Principal 48 2.9028 .7011
F - .9500 
eta - .0659
Significance ■ .3875 
eta squared - .0043
The 439 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward 
the indicators as shown in Table 40. The counselors had the highest 
mean rating followed by the teachers and then the principals. There 
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association with the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0659 and an eta squared correlation of .0043.
Table 41
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Too Much
Paperwork Interfering With Teaching Duties
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 345 3.2275 .7904
Counselor 46 2.7500 .9052
Principal 48 2.5938 .7764
F -
eta
18.3052 
■ .2783
Significance - .0000 
eta squared ■ .0775
The 439 personnel showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the indicators as shown in Table 41* The teachers had the highest 
mean rating followed by the counselors and then the principals. There 
were no significant differences between the personnel and their 
perceptions about the Indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .2783 and an eta squared of .0775.
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Table 42
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable 
Nonteaching Duties Interfering With Teaching Duties
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 345 3.0594 .8160
Counselor 46 2.8478 .9993
Principal 48 2.6979 .8797
• F -
eta
4.6793 
- .1450
Significance ■ .0098 
eta squared - .0210
The 439 respondents showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown In Table 42. The teachers had the highest 
mean rating followed by the counselors and then the principals. There 
were significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the Indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .1450 and an eta squared correlation of .0210*.
Table 43
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable 
Insufficient Supervision Of The Instructional Program By The School
Administration
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 345 2.7882 .7792
Counselor 46 2.8986 .7286
Principal 48 2.6927 .7927
■ F - .8920 
eta - .0615
Significance ■ .4372 
eta squared •* .0038
The 439 personnel showed positive scores (above 2.0000) toward
the indicators as shown in Table 43. The counselors had the highest 
mean rating followed by the teachers and then the principals. There 
were no significant differences between the personnel groupB and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0615 and an eta squared correlation of .0038.
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Table 44
Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Social 
Promotion
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 331 2.6314 1.0745
Counselor 43 2*6512 1.1314
Principal 46 2.6087 1.0430
F - .0174 
eta - .0091
Significance “ .9827 
eta squared - .0001
The 420 respondents showed positive scores (above 2*0000) toward 
the Indicator as shown In Table 44. The counselors had the highest 
mean rating followed by the teachers and then the principals* There 
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0091 and an eta squared correlation of .0001.
Table 45
■Analysis of Variance of Secondary Personnel on the Variable Teenage 
Pregnancy
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 341 3.2199 1.0744
Counselor 45 3.2444 1.1313
Principal 48 3.0000 1.0314
F - .9258 
eta ■ .0654
Significance .3970 
eta squared ■ .0043
The 434 respondents showed positive Bcores (above 2.0000) toward 
the Indicators as shown In Table 45. The counselors had the highest 
mean rating followed by the teachers and then the principals. There
were no significant differences between the personnel groups and their 
perceptions about the indicators. The association within the groups 
between status and perception was negligible with an eta correlation 
of .0654 and an eta squared correlation of .0043.
Reporting Analysis of the Hypotheses 
The F test for analysis of variance was used to test the 20 
hypotheses. This is a procedure that examines It groups and determines 
whether a significant difference exists between the groups on some 
Interval-level characteristic. (Champion, 1981) Analysis of variance 
results in an F value, which if statistically significant, will tell 
the researcher that the means are likely to have been drawn from 
different populations. (Borg and Gall, 1983). This statistical
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analysis was done using the SPSS-X computer package. The test was 
done at the .05 level of significance.
Null Hypothesis 1
Null Hypothesis I was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for student tardiness to class in a secondary school. 
Table 46
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Student Tardiness
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 347 2.8790 .7889
Counselors 46 3.0935 .7243
Principals 48 3.1115 .6641
? - 3.1268 Significance ■ .0448
d.f. between groups ■ 2 d.f. within groups * 438
As shown in Table 46, on all indicators the 347 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2.8790 and a standard deviation of .7889, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 3.0935 and a standard deviation 
of .7243, aqd the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.1115 and a 
standard deviation of *6641. For this test, n - 441.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school
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principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for student tardiness to class in a secondary school. With 
the observed F value of 3.1268 significant to .0448, which does not 
equal or exceed the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis 
that there would be no significant differences would fall to be 
rejected.
Hull Hypothesis 2
Null Hypothesis 2 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for lack of motivation to learn specific material in a 
secondary school.
Table 47
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Lack of Motivation to Learn Specific Material
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 347 2.9777 .8455
Counselors 46 3.0609 .8670
Principals 48 3.1531 .8259
F - 1.0179
d.f. between groupB - 2
Significance “ .3622 
d.f. within groups - 438
As shown In Table 47, on all Indicators the 347 responding
teachers had a mean score of 2.9777 and a standard deviation of .8455,
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the 46 counselors had a mean score of 3.0609 and a standard deviation 
of .8670, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.1531 and a 
standard deviation of *8259. For this test, £  is 441.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for lack of motivation to learn specific material In a 
secondary school. With the observed F value of 1.0179 equaling or 
exceeding the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis that 
there would be no significant differences was rejected.
Hull Hypothesis 3
Null Hypothesis 3 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not bringing materials to clasa In a secondary 
school.
Table 48
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Students Not Bringing Materials to Class In A Secondary 
School
Group N Mean StdDev
Teachers 346 2.9624 1.0626
Counselors 45 3.3000 9558
Principals 48 3.3125 8419
F ■"4.0861 Significance ■ .0175
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groups ■ 436
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As shown in Table 48, on all Indicators the 346 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2.9624 and a standard deviation of 
1.0626, the 43 counselors had a mean score of 3.3000 and a standard 
deviation of .9558, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.3125 
and a standard deviation of .8419. For this test, ii ■ 439.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not bringing materials to class in a secondary 
school. With the observed F value of 4.0861 significant to .0175,
which does not equal or exceed the .05 level of significance, the null
hypothesis that there would be no significant differences would fall 
to be rejected.
Null Hypothesis 4
Null hypothesis 4 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not completing class assignments in a 
secondary school.
Table 49
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Students Not Completing Class Assignments In A Secondary 
School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 347 2.8662 .9410
Counselor 45 3.2741 .8596
Principal 48 3.2153 .8063
F - 5.5935 Significance - .0040
d.f. between groups ■ 2 d.f. within groups - 437
As shown In Table 49, on all Indicators the 347 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2.8862 and a standard deviation of .9410, 
the 45 counselors had a mean score of 3.2741 and a standard deviation 
of *8596, the 46 principals had a mean score of 3.2153 and a standard 
deviation of .6063. For this test, ji * 440.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students not completing class assignments in a 
secondary School, With the observed F value of 5.5935 significant to 
*0040, which does not equal or exceed the .05 level of significance, 
the null hypothesis that there would be no significant differences 
would fall to be rejected.
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Null Hypotheaia 5
Null Hypothesis 5 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for disrespectfulness toward teachers In a secondary 
school.
Table SO
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Disrespectfulness Toward Teachers In A Secondary School
‘ Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 347 2.7983 .7623
Counselors 46 3.0304 .8000
Principals 48 3.0958 ..7438
F ■ 4.5508 Significance - .0111
d.f. between groups * 2 d.f. within groups ■ 438
As shown in Table 50, on all indicators the 441 responding 
teacherB had a mean score of 2.7983 and a standard deviation of .7623, 
Che 46 counselors had a mean score of 3.0304 and a standard deviation 
of .8000, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.0958 and a 
standard deviation of .7438. For this test, ji • 441.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
condition for disrespectfulness toward teachers in a secondary
112
school. Vlth the observed F value of 4.5508 significant to .0111, 
which does not equal or exceed the ,05 level of significance, the null 
hypothesis that there would be no significant differences would fail 
to be rejected.
Null Hypothesis 6
Null Hypothesis 6 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students skipping class in a secondary school.
Table 51
the Variable Students Skipping Class in a Secondary School
Groups N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 347 3.1081 .9806
Counselor 45 3.2222 .9686
Principal 48 3.3333 .8464
P - 1.3100 
d.f. between groups ■ 2
Significance 
d.f. within
- .2709 
groups - 437
As shown in Table 51, on all Indicators the 347 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 3.1081 and a standard deviation of .9806, 
the 45 counselors had a mean score of 3.2222 and a standard deviation 
of .9686, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.333 and a 
standard deviation of .8464. For this test, ti ■ 440.
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It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students skipping class in a secondary school. With 
the observed F value of 1.3100 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis that there would be no significant 
differences was rejected.
Null Hypothesis 7
Null Hypothesis 7 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary Bchool 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for class interruptions in a secondary school.
Table 52
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Class Interruptions In A Secondary School
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 3.0920 .8364
Counselor 46 3.1594 .9369
Principal 48 3.0868 1.0094
F -
d.f.
.1275
within groups ■ 2
Significance - .8803 
d.f* between groups - 437
As shown in Table 52, on all indicators the 346 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 3.0920 and a standard deviation of .8364, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 3.1594 and a standard deviation 
of .9369, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.0868 and a
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standard deviation of 1.0094. For this teat* n ■ 440.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for class Interruptions in a secondary school. With the 
observed F value of .1275 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis that there would be no significant 
differences was rejected*
Null Hypothesis 8
Null Hypothesis 8 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students missing class because of other school 
activities in a secondary school.
Table 53
the Variable Students Hissing Class
, ---—
Because of Other School Activities
In A Secondary School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 346 2.9099 .8041
Counselors 46 2.8116 .9848
Principals 48 2.6389 .9221
F ■ 2*3315 Significance - .0964
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groups - 437
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As Bhown In Table 53, on all Indicators the 346 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2.9099 and a standard deviation of *8041, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score # 2.8116 and a standard deviation 
of .9848, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.6389 and a 
standard deviation of .9221. For this test, n “ 440.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students missing class because of other school 
activities in a secondary school. With the observed F value of 2.3315 
equaling or exceeding the .05 level of significance, the null 
hypothesis that there would be no significant differences wsb 
rejected.
Null Hypothesis 9
Null Hypothesis 9 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for Involvement of teachers in extra-curricular activities 
to the detriment of their teaching duties in a secondary school.
Table 54
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Involvement of Teachers In Extra-Curricular Activities 
To The Detriment of Their Teaching Duties
Groups N Mean Std Dev
Teachers
Counselors
Principals
344
45
48
2.8648
2.9111
2.2500
.9422
.9845
1.0768
F - 8.9258 Significance - .0002
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groups ■ 434
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As shown In Table 54, on all Indicators the 344 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2*8648 and a standard deviation of .9422, 
the 45 counselors had a mean score of 2.9111 and a standard deviation 
of .9845, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.2500 and a 
standard deviation of 1.0768. For this test, £  ■ 437.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for involvement of teachers in extra-curricular activities 
to the detriment of their teaching duties in a secondary school. With 
the F value of 8.9258 significant to .0002, which does not equal or 
exceed the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis that there 
would be no significant differences would fail to be rejected.
Hull Hypothesis 10
Null Hypothesis 10 was as follows; There will be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of teachers in a secondary school.
Table 55
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Poor Attitude of Teachers in A Secondary School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers
Counselors
Principals
346
46
48
2.8198
2*9112
2.8646
.7392
.7033
.5841
F “ .3775 Significance ■ .6358
d.f. between groups * 2 d.f. within groups - 437
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Aa shown In Table 55, on all Indicators the 346 responding 
teachers had a mean Bcore of 2.8198 and a standard deviation of .7392, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.9112 and a standard deviation 
of .7033, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.8646 and a 
standard deviation of .5841. For this test, ii ■ 440.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of teachers in a secondary school. With 
the observed F value of .3775 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis that there would be no significant 
differences was rejected.
Hull Hypothesis 11
Null Hypothesis 11 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of students in a secondary school.
Table 56
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Poor Attitude of Students In A Secondary School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 342 2.5531 .7979
Counselors 46 2.6014 .8451
Principals 48 2.6319 .6781
F - .2581 Significance - .7726
d.f, between groups ■ 2 d.f.'within groups ■ 433
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As shown In Table 56, on all Indicators the 342 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2.5531 and a standard deviation of *7979, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.6014 and a standard deviation 
of .8451, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.6319 and a 
standard deviation of .6761. For this test, £  ■ 436.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary Bchool 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of students in a secondary school. With 
the observed F value of .2561 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis that there would be no significant 
differences was rejected.
Mull Hypothesis 12
Null Hypothesis 12 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary Bchool 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for truancy in a secondary school.
Table 57
------ ~  ------ ------------------------------- ------------------------ -------—
the Variable Truancy
Status N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 344 2.9777 .7573
Counselor 46 2.8732 .8353
Principal 48 3.0833 .6649
F - .9070 Significance - .4045
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groups ■ 435
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As shown In Table 57, on all indicators the 344 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2,9777 and a standard deviation of .7573, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.8732 and a standard deviation 
of .8353, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.0833 and a 
standard deviation of .6649. For this test, n_ ■ 438.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for truancy in a secondary school. With the observed F 
value of .9070 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of significance, 
the null hypothesis that there would be no significant differences was 
rejected.
Null Hypothesis 13
Null Hypothesis 13 was as follows; There will be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for social promotion in a secondary school.
Table 58
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Social Promotion
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 331 2.6314 1.0745
Counselors 43 2.6512 1.1314
Principals 46 2.6087 1.0430
F - .0174
d.f. between groups - 2
Significance - .9827
d.f. within groups * 417
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Aa shown in Table 58, on all indlcacors the 331 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2*6314 and a standard deviation of 
1*0745, the 43 counselors had a mean score of 2.6512 and a standard 
deviation of 1.1314, and the 46 principals had a mean score of 2.6087 
and a standard deviation of 1.0430. For this test, ii * 420.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant . 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for social promotion in a secondary school. With the 
observed F value of .0174 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis that there would be no significant 
differences was rejected.
Hull Hypothesis 14
Null Hypothesis 14 was as follows; There will be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students checking out of school with a forged early 
dismissal note in a secondary school.
Table 59
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Students Checking Out of School With A Forged Early 
Dismissal Note
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 341
Counselor 45
Principal 48
F “ .9258 Significance ■ .3970
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groupB - 431
3.2199 1.0744
3.2444 1.1313
3.0000 1.0314
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As shown In Table 60, on all Indicators the 341 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 3.2199 and a standard deviation of 
1*0744, the 45 counselors had a mean score of 3.2444 and a standard 
deviation of 1.1313, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.0000 
and a standard deviation of 1.0314. For this test, ii ■ 434.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for students checking out of school with a forged early 
dismissal note in a secondary school. Vith the observed F value of 
.9258 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of significance, the null 
hypothesis that there would be no significant differences was 
rejected.
Null Hypothesis 15
Null Hypothesis 15 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for teenage pregnancy in a secondary school.
Mean Perceptional ScoreB of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Teenage Pregnancy
Table 60
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers
Counselors
Principals
346
46
48
2.7363
2.6830
2.6719
.5953
.6082
.5746
F “ .3684 Significance ■ .6921
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groups ■ 437
122
As shown In Table 60, on all indicators the 346 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2,7363 and a standard deviation of .5953, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.6830 and a standard deviation 
of .6082, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.6719 and a 
standard deviation of .5746. For this test, n ■ 440.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant . 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for teenage pregnancy in a secondary school. With the 
observed F value of .3684 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of 
significance, the null hypothesis that there would be no significant 
differences was rejected.
Null Hypothesis 16
Null Hypothesis 16 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for drug abuse in a secondary school.
Table 61
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Drug Abuse
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 346 3.1084 .5579
Counselor 46 3.1395 .5771
Principal 48 3.0677 .4940
F “ .2013 Significance “ .8177
d.f* between groups - 2 d.f.' within groups * 437
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As shown in Table 61, on all indicators the 346 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 3.1084 and a standard deviation of .5579, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 3.1395 and a standard deviation 
of .5771, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 3.0677 and a 
standard deviation of .4940. For this test, ii ■ 440.
Xt was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for drug abuse in a secondary school. With the observed F 
value of .2013 equaling or exceeding the .05 level of significance, 
the null hypothesis that there would be no significant differences was 
rejected.
Mull Hypothesis 17
Null Hypothesis 17 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for an inappropriate curriculum in a secondary school.
Table 62
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Inappropriate Curriculum in a Secondary School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teacher 345 3.0551 .7449
Counselor 46 3.0652 .6339
Principal 48 2.9028 .7011
F - .9500 Significance “ .3875
d.f. between groups * 2 d.f. within groups - 436
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As shown In Table 62, on all Indicators the 345 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 3*0551 and a standard deviation of *7449, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 3*0652 and a standard deviation 
of .6339, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.9028 and a 
standard deviation of .7011. For this test, n - 439.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for an inappropriate curriculum. With the observed F value 
equaling or exceeding the .05 level of significance, the null 
hypothesis that there would be no significant differences was 
rejected.
Null Hypothesis 18
Null Hypothesis 18 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for too much paperwork for teachers in a secondary school. 
Table 63
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers. Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Too Much Paperwork for Teachers
Group N Mean 'Std Dev
Teachers
Counselors
Principals
345
46
48
3.2275
2.7500
2.5938
.7904
.9052
.7764
F - 18.3052
d.f. between groups • 2
Significance - .0000
d.f* within groups • 436
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As shown in Table 63, on all Indicators the 345 responding 
teacherB had a mean score of 3.2275 Bnd a standard deviation of .7904, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.7500 and a standard deviation 
of .9052, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.5938 and a 
standard deviation of .7764. For this test, ii » 439.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for too much paperwork for teachers in a secondary school. 
With the observed F value of 18.3052, which does not equal or exceed 
the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis that there would be 
no significant differences would fail to be rejected.
Null Hypothesis 19
Null Hypothesis 19 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for nonteaching duties interfering with teaching duties in 
a secondary school.
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Table 64
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Nonteaching Duties Interfering With Teaching Duties in a 
Secondary School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachera 345 3.0594 .8160
Counselors 46 2.8478 .9993
Principals 48 2.6979 .8797
F 4.6793 Significance - .0098
d.f. between groups - 2 d.f. within groups ■ 436
As shown in Table 64, on all Indicators the 345 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 3.0594 and a standard deviation of .8160, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.8478 and a standard deviation 
of .9993, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.6979 and a 
standard deviation of .8797. For this test, ii “ 439.
It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 
differences between the mean perception of selected'secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for nonteaching duties interfering with teaching duties in 
a secondary school. With the observed F value of 4.6793 significant
to .0098, which does not equal or exceed the .05 level of
significance, the null hypothesis would fail to be rejected.
Null Hypothesis 20
*
Null Hypothesis 20 was as follows: There will be no significant
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for insufficient supervision of the instructional program 
by the school administration In a secondary school.
Table 65
Mean Perceptional Scores of Teachers, Counselors, and Principals on 
the Variable Insufficient Supervision of the Instructional Program by 
the School Administration In a Secondary School
Group N Mean Std Dev
Teachers 345 2.7882 .7792
Counselors 46 2.8986 .7286
Principals 48 2.6927 .7927
F - .8290 Significance - .4372
d.f. between groups ■ 2 d.f. within groups - 436
As shown in Table 65, on all indicators the 345 responding 
teachers had a mean score of 2.7882 and a standard deviation of .7792, 
the 46 counselors had a mean score of 2.8986 and a standard deviation 
of .7186, and the 48 principals had a mean score of 2.6927 and a 
standard deviation of .7927, For this test, ji ■ 439.
It was hypothesised that there would be no significant 
differences among the mean perceptions of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent
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conditions for insufficient supervision of the instructional program 
by the school administration in a secondary school. With the observed 
F value of .8290 equaling or exceeding the .OS level of significance, 
the null hypothesis that there would be no significant differences was 
rejected.
Summary
Chapter 4 described the characteristics of the respondents, gave 
the perceptions of selected secondary school personnel regarding 
indicators of problems facing secondary schools, tested the strength 
of associations between three groups of educators by using the 
analysis of variance, and tested 20 null hypotheses through the use of 
the F test for independent samples. These data gave evidence that 
there was general agreement among school personnel about the 
Indicators listed as being indicative of problems developing in a 
secondary school. It was also concluded that there was very little 
association between the person's status and their mean perceptional 
score on each problem.
Chapter 5 
Introduction
After determining the current methodologies of practicing 
educators to detect problems in a secondary school and obtaining the 
perceptions of other practicing educators, the purpose of this study 
was to develop paradigms to be used by school personnel in the 
prevention of problems. Due to the number of problems listed by the 
panel of Jurors, 20 paradigms were developed to be used in the 
detection of problems. In each paradigm, the Indicators were ranked 
by their mean score as derived from the scores given the indicators by 
the respondents.
Paradigm 1
PROBLEM AREA: STUDENT TARDINESS TO CLASS.
Conditions Under WMch Student Tardiness To Class
Could Be Anticipated
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Teacher does not enforce the school tardy rule.
2. Teacher does not have high expectations for students to be on
time.
3. Teacher is late to class.
4. Tardy rule ,1s not explained to students.
5. Teacher does not meet class at the door.
As shown in Table 6, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 1 ranged from 3.4624 to 2.0092. As shown in Table 26, the 
principals had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the teacherB. As shown in Table 26, the
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association between status (Job title) and perception was negligible*
Paradigm 2
PROBLEM AREA: STUDENT MOTIVATION TO LEARN.
Conditions Under Which Student Motivation To Learn 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1* The teacher Is not prepared for class*
2* The teacher allows a lot of non-directed class time*
3. The teacher assigns Inappropriate class work.
4* There is a slow return and slow grading of student work by the 
teacher.
5. The teacher has not remained up-to-date in subject area.
As shown in Table 7, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 2 ranged from 3.2409 to 2.8633. As shown in Table 27, the 
principals had the highest mean ratings on the Indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the teachers. As shown In Table 27, the 
association between status (job title) and their perception was 
negligible.
Paradigm 3
PROBLEM AREA: STUDENTS NOT BRINGING MATERIALS TO CLASS
Conditions Under Which Students Not Bringing 
Material To Class Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The teacher does not have high expectations for the class.
2* The teacher does not emphasize class expectations during the first 
six weeks.
As shown in Table 8, the mean scores for the indicators in
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Paradigm 3 ranged from 3.0388 Co 3.0300. As shown in Table 28t the 
principals had Che highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the teachers. As shown in Table 28, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 4
PROBLEM AREA: STUDENTS NOT COMPLETING CLASS ASSIGNMENTS
Conditions Under Which Students Not 
Completing Class Assignments ,
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Assignments are not collected and graded.
2. The teacher doeB not have high expectations for students.
3. Assignments are not returned to students.
As'shown in Table 9. the mean scoreB for the indicators in 
Paradigm 4 ranged from 3.0506 to 2.8843* The counselors had the 
highest mean rating on the indicators followed by the principals and 
then the teachers. As shown in Table 29, the association between 
status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 5
PROBLEM AREA: STUDENT DISRESPBCTFULNESS TOWARD A TEACHER
Conditions Under Which Student Disrespectfulness 
Toward A Teacher Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The teacher is inconsistent in following school rules..
2. The teacher disciplines students by ridiculing students,
3. The teacher does not treat students as individuals,
4. The teacher "backs students into a corner."
5. The teacher can not show a fondness for students without becoming 
too friendly with students.
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As shown in Table 10t the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 3 ranged from 3.1868 to 2.2677. As shown in Table 30, the 
principals had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the teachers. As shown in Table 30, the 
association between status and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 6
PROBLEM AREA: SKIPPING CUSS
Conditions Under Which Skipping Class 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The teacher does not check on student absences daily.
2. The teacher does not check with student when student returns to 
class.
As shown in Table 11, the mean scores for the Indicators in 
Paradigm 6 ranged from 3.1743 to 3.1241. As shown in Table 31, the
principals had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by
¥
the counselors and then the teachers. As shown in Table 31, the 
association within the groups between status (job title) and 
perception was negligible.
Paradigm 7
PROBLEM AREA: CLASS INTERRUPTIONS
Conditions Under Which Class Interruptions 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The school does not have guidelines to limit the use of the public 
address system.
2. The school does not have guidelines to keep students in class.
3. The teacher does not report students from other classrooms who are 
disturbing his class.
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As shown In Table 12, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 7 ranged from 3.0901 to 2.9330. As shown in Table 32, the 
counselors had the highest mean followed by the teachers and then the 
principals. As shown in Table 32, the association between status 
(job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 8
PROBLEM AREA: STUDENTS MISSING CLASS BECAUSE OF OTHER SCHOOL
ACTIVITIES
Conditions Under Which Students Missing Class 
Because of Other School Activities 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The school does not have guidelines to schedule these activities 
after Bchool.
2. Teachers are not involved in the policy making process.
3. Students are not required to make up the missed time during a 
study hall or other such time.
As shown in Table 13, the mean scores for the Indicators in 
Paradigm 8 ranged from 2.9312 to 2.8283. As shown in Table 33, the 
teachers had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the principals. As shown in Table 33, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
As shown in Table 14, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 9 ranged from 2.8931 to 2.8031. As shown in Table 34, the 
counselors had the highest mean rating on the Indicators followed by 
the teachers and then the principals. As show in Table 34, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
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Paradigm 9
PROBLEM AREA: OVER-INVOLVEMENT OF TEACHERS IN EXTRA-CURRICULAR
ACTIVITIES
Conditions Under Which Over-Involvement Of Teachers 
In Extra-Curricular Activities 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Teachers are involved in extra-curricular activities more than 
one night a week in addition to dally practices.
2* Teachers are involved in more than one extra-curricular activity.
Paradigm 10
PROBLEM AREA: POOR TEACHER MORALE
Conditions Under Which Poor Teacher Morale 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1* There is a lack of involvement of teachers in formation of Bchool 
policy.
2. Constant teacher complaints.
3. School activities are conducted by a few teachers.
4. There is a lack of participation of teachers In school activities.
As shown in Table 15, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 10 ranged from 3.1055 to 2.5548. As shown in Table 35, the 
counselors had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the principals and then the teachers. Ab shown in Table 35, the 
association between status (Job title) and perception was negligible.
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Paradigm 11
PROBLEM AREA: POOR ATTITUDE OF STUDENTS
Conditions Under Which Poor Attitude Of Students 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1* The student body is divided into groups (cliques, gangs).
2. There is a poor attendance of students at school activities.
3. There is a low percentage of students participating in 
non-athletlc activities.
As shown in Table 16, the mean scores for the Indicators in 
Paradigm 11 ranged from 2.7546 to 2.3712. As shown in Table 36, the 
counselors had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the principals and then the teachers. As shown in Table 36, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 12
PROBLEM AREA: TRUANCY
Conditions Under Which Truancy 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The absence of a policy tying attendance to course credit.
2. The school system does not have a clear cut policy to deal 
with truancy.
3. By checking previous attendance records of students.
As shown in Table 17, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 12 ranged from 3.0762 to 2.6551. As shown in Table 37, the 
principals had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the teachers* As shown in Table 37, the 
association between status (Job title) and perception was negligible.
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Paradigm 13
PROBLEM AREA: SOCIAL PROMOTION
Condition Under Which Social Promotion 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Student achievement la below grade level•
As shown In Table 18, the mean score for the Indicator in 
Paradigm 13 ranged from 2.6512 to 2.6087. Aa shown In Table 44, the 
principals had the highest mean rating on the indicator followed by 
the teachers and then the counselors. As shown in Table 44, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 14
PROBLEM AREA: FAKE EARLY DISMISSAL NOTES
Condition Under Which Fake Early Dismissal Notes 
-Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. The school does not have a system for verifying note with parent 
or home.
As shown in Table 19, the mean score for the indicator in 
Paradigm 14 ranged from 3.2444 to 3.0000. As shown in Table 45, the 
counselors had the highest mean rating on the Indicator followed by 
the teacherB and then the principals. As shown In Table 45, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
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Paradigm IS
PROBLEM AREA: TEENAGE PREGNANCY
Conditions Under Which Teenage Pregnancy 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Unstable family in student's life.
2. Lack of parental supervision following school activities.
3. The school system does not include programs concerning teenage
pregnancy in its curriculum.
4. Peer pressure from pregnant students.
As shown In Table 20. the mean scores for the Indicators in
Paradigm IS ranged from 3.2315 to 1.8924. As shown In Table 38. the 
teachers had the highest mean rating on the Indicators followed by the 
counselors and then the principals. As shown In Table 38. the 
association between status (Job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 16
PROBLEM AREA: DRUG ABUSE
Conditions Under Which Drug Abuse 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Peer pressure from other students who are using drugs.
2* Lack of student self-esteem.
3. Lack of parental supervision following school activities.
4. The school system does not include programs concerning drug 
abuse in its curriculum.
As shown in Table 21. the mean scores for the Indicators in 
Paradigm 16 ranged from 3.3510 to 2.6143. As shown In Table 39. the
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counselors had Che highest mean racing on the Indicators followed by 
the teachers and then the principals* As shown in Table 39, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 17
PROBLEM AREA: INAPPROPRIATE CURRICULUM
Conditions Under Which An Inappropriate Curriculum 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. There is a shortage of manpower and space.
2. There are no provisions for student/teacher input into the 
curriculum.
3. There is no provision for a needs assessment program.
As shown in Table 22, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 18 ranged from 3.1157 to 2.9402. As shown in Table 40, the 
counselors had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the teachers and then the principals. As shown in Table 40, the 
association between status (Job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 18
PROBLEM AREA: TOO MUCH PAPERWORK FOR TEACHERS
Conditions Under Which Too Much Paperwork For Teachers 
Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Classes are overloaded.
2. Students are placed in Inappropriate courses.
As shown in Table 23, the mean scores for the indicators in
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Paradigm IB ranged from 3.2704 to 2.9513* As shown in Table 41, the 
teachers had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the principals. As shown in Table 41, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 19
PROBLEM AREA: NONTEACHING DUTIES INTERFERING WITH TEACHING DUTIES
Conditions Under Which Nonteaching Duties Interfering 
With Teaching Duties Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Unequal assignment of faculty to nonteaching duties.
2. Decreasing faculty size*
As shown in Table 24, the mean scores for the indicators in 
Paradigm 19 ranged from 3.1558 to 2.8453. As shown in Table 42, the 
teachers had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the counselors and then the principals. As shown in Table 42, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Paradigm 20
PROBLEM AREA: INSUFFICIENT SUPERVISION OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM
Conditions Under Which Insufficient Supervision 
Of Instructional Program Could Be Anticipated 
Ranked by Mean Score
1. Performance of non-administrative duties by the administration.
2. Absence of directives from the central office requiring adequate 
supervision of the instructional program by the school 
administration.
3. Lack of following job description by the administration.
4. Failure of the administration to incorporate new technology into 
the school.
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As shown In Table 25, the mean scores for the Indicators in 
Paradigm 20 ranged from 2.8548 to 2.6273. As shown in Table 43, the 
counselors had the highest mean rating on the indicators followed by 
the teachers and then the principals. As shown in Table 43, the 
association between status (job title) and perception was negligible.
Summary
Chapter 5 consolidated the indicators for problems developing in 
a secondary school in the form of a paradigm. Each paradigm listed 
the Indicators in order of highest mean rating to the lowest mean 
rating. The Indicators were given a mean perceptional score through 
the perceptions of the school personnel involved in the survey. The 
paradigms could be used by secondary school personnel to anticipate 
the problems involved in the survey.
CHAPTER 6
Summary, Findings, and Recommendations 
Summary
The problem of this study was to determine the current 
methodologies used by selected secondary school personnel for early 
problem detection as the basis for a generic detection paradigm, to 
identify the types of secondary school problems as perceived by a jury 
of educators, and to appraise the data from survey respondents as 
'related to problem detection in secondary schools*
An instrument created by the writer was used to gather data.
This instrument was developed after reviewing the literature and 
interviewing practicing educators to identify problems in secondary 
schools and antecedent conditions for these problems. The instrument 
was field tested for reliability and validity by using a retired 
educator, an acting middle school principal, teachers, and graduate 
students not involved' in the study.
The secondary schools of two congressional districts were chosen 
to provide the sample of selected secondary school personnel. Each 
principal, each chairman of the guidance department, and 20 per cent 
of the teaching faculties, a total of 770 educators, were chosen for 
the sample. A total of 440 questionnaires, 57%, was returned.
Sixty-nine principals were selected as a group for this study. 
From this group, 48, or 70X, participated in the study.
Sixty-nine counselors were selected as a group for this study.
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From this group* 46, or 67%, participated in the study.
Six hundred seventy-six teachers uere selected as a group for 
this study. From this group, 346, SIX, participated in the study.
The 440 respondents were described in terns of the following 
demographic data: (a) position, (b) aex, (c) age, (d) experience, and
(e)level of education.
The F test for independent samples, at the .05 level of 
significance, was used to test for significant differences between the 
groups and the problems listed by the panel of jurors. An analysis of 
variance was used to determine the strength of association between the 
'three groups of educators as it related to their mean score on each 
indicator of the problems.
Findings
Hypotheses
Of the original 20 research hypotheses which were tested in the 
null format for a significant difference, 13 held to be true. They 
are as follows:
1. Research Hypothesis 2— There will be a significant difference 
between the mean perception of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent conditions for 
lack of motivation to learn specific material in a secondary school.
2.' Research Hypothesis 6— There will be a significant difference 
between the mean perception of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teacherB as to antecedent conditions for 
students skipping class in a secondary school.
3. Research Hypothesis 7— There will be a significant difference
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between the mean perception of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent conditions for 
class interruptions in a secondary school.
4* Research Hypothesis 8— There will be a significant difference 
between the mean perception of selected secondary school principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent conditions for 
students missing class because of other school activities in a 
secondary school.
5. Research Hypothesis 10— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of teachers in a secondary school.
6. Research Hypothesis 11— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for poor attitude of students in a secondary school.
7. Research Hypothesis 12— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for truancy in a secondary school.
8. Research Hypothesis 13--There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for social promotion in a secondary school.
9. Research Hypothesis 14— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school
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principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for a forged early dismissal note In a secondary school.
10. Research Hypothesis 15—-There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for teenage pregnancy in a secondary school.
11. Research Hypothesis 16— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for drug abuse in a secondary school.
12. Research Hypothesis 17— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for an inappropriate curriculum in a high school.
13. Research Hypothesis 20— There will be a significant 
difference between the mean perception of selected secondary school 
principals, guidance counselors, and teachers as to antecedent 
conditions for Insufficient supervision of the instructional program 
by the school administration in a secondary school.
14 Hypothesis 1, 3, 4, 5, 9, 18, and 19 were proven to be false 
research hypotheses. When tested in the null form, they failed to be 
rejected.
Demographic Data of Selected Secondary School Personnel
1. The secondary school personnel who responded to the survey 
consisted of' 217 males and 209 females. The respective percentages
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were 48,9% and 47.IX There were 18 (4.IX) who did not respond to this 
Item.
2. The mode for the years of experience for the secondary Bchool 
personnel was 30-39 years of age with the 40-49 years of age second*
3. The mode for the years of experience for the secondary Bchool 
personnel was 10-19 years of age. The 20-29 years of experience group 
was second.
4. The mode for the education level was the Bachelor's degree 
followed by the Master's degree, Master's + 30 degree, and the 
doctoral degree.
Correlations
All relationships between the status of the respondent when their 
perceptions toward the indicators were correlated were negligible.
It can be concluded that the status of the respondents had no 
correlation with their mean perceptions toward the problem indicators. 
While the strength of the associations between the variables was 
negligible, there were significant differences found between the 
teachers, counselors, and principals when associated with student 
tardiness to class, students not bringing materials to class, students 
not completing class assignments, disrespectfulness toward teachers, 
involvement of teachers in extra-curricular activities to the 
detriment of their teaching duties, too much paperwork for teachers, 
and nonteaching duties Interfering with teaching duties.
A rotated factor matrix reduced the 20 problems to 14 problems: 
indicators dealing with teacher performance, indicators dealing with
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administrative performance, indicators dealing with 'individual school 
policy, indicators dealing with parental responsibility, indicators 
dealing with truancy, indicators dealing with student apathy, 
Indicators dealing with teacher apathy, indicators dealing with 
teacher over-involvement, indicators dealing with interference with 
teaching duties, indicators dealing with teacher preparation, 
indicators dealing with peer pressure, indicators dealing with teacher 
treatment of students, an indicator dealing with a teacher not meeting 
the class at the door, and an Indicator dealing with the school system 
not including programs concerning teenage pregnancy in its curriculum.
Recommendations
As a result of this study, it is recommended that school 
personnel give consideration to the following items:
1. the study be repeated with a random sample of principals, 
guidance counselors, and teachers so that the results will be without 
bias in the sample.
2. the study be repeated with the research hypotheses that were 
accepted to determine where the differences are within the groups.
3. the study be repeated in a different geographical area to 
obtain data for comparisons with the results from this study.
4. the results of this study be evaluated in a case study 
approach to school situations with these problems so that observed 
data can be substituted for perceptional data.
5. the results of this Btudy be evaluated in secondary schools 
by a select group of educators to determine the usefulness of the
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paradigms*
6* consideration be given to repeating this study in a Bchool 
or a Bchool system in order to involve individual faculties in solving 
school problems*
7. consideration be given to repeating this study to Include 
students on the Jury and in the survey sample*
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INTERVIEW GUIDE
Data Collection Sheet: Schools Problems
1* Please list an in-school problem that you feel is 
facing today's classroom teachers.
2. What would be antecedent conditions that you have
observed that would indicate to you that this problem 
would be in an early stage of development?
3. Please list an in-school problem that you feel is 
facing today's classroom teachers.
4. What would be antecedent conditions that you have
observed that would indicate to you that this problem 
would be in an early stage of development?
Interview was continued until juror could not list 
additional problems.
APPENDIX B 
LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENT
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Dear :
I an a graduate student at East Tennessee State University 
completing the degree of Doctor of Education. As partial fulfillment 
of this degree, I am engaged in researching the perceptions of 
secondary school personnel as to conditions or symptoms that would 
indicate a problem which might develop in a secondary school*
Presently I am employed as assistant principal at Gate City High 
School, Gate City, Virginia, and 1 am very interested in doing my 
disaertation in an area that will be helpful to public school 
administrators and supervisors. The information that I would hope to 
obtain would be useful to secondary school administrators and central 
office personnel in that problems of an in-school nature could be 
‘anticipated and, therefore, better dealt with.
My survey is limited to the secondary schools in the First 
Congressional District of Tennessee and the Ninth Congressional 
District of Virginia. Since your school district is located in this 
area, 1 am requesting permission to survey a principal, guidance 
counselor, and 20 percent of the faculties in each of your secondary 
schools.
A letter of, permission from you granting me authorization to 
conduct this survey in your school system would assure me of a greater 
response to the survey. There will be no attempt to identify schools 
or individuals in the survey. If you would like further information, 
please call me at 703-386-7522 (Gate City High School).
Thank you for you assistance since this project could not be 
completed without your help. I will be happy to share my findings 
with you upon request.
Sincerely,
John E. Thompson, Jr. 
Doctoral Candidate
J. Howard Bowers 
Chairman, Doctoral Program
APPENDIX C
LETTER OF ENDORSEMENT FROM SUPERINTENDENT
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Mr. John B* Thompson, Jr.
Assistant Principal 
Gate City High School 
127 Beech Street 
Gate City, Virginia 24251
With the understanding that your survey will not 
attempt to identify schools or individuals, 1 am giving you 
permission to survey a principal, guidance counselor, and 20 
percent of the faculty of each secondary school in this 
school division.
Good luck; and if I can be of further assistance, 
please let me know.
Sincerely yours,
APPENDIX D 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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CODE
*
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE PERCEPTIONS OP SELECTED SECONDARY SCHOOL PERSONNEL 
AS RELATED TO THE EARLY DETECTION OF PROBLEMS IN A SECONDARY SCHOOL
PART I— PLEASE ANSUER THE POLLOUINC QUESTIONS IK THE SPACE PROVIDED:
Are you a: (Check one)
!• A. Teacher ____  B. Guidance Couneelor ____  C- Principal ____
2. Six: (Check one) A. Male ____ B. Penile ____
1. Age: (Check one) A. 20-29 yre   B. 30-39 yre ____
C. 40-49 yre ____  D. SD-59 yre ___  E, Over 60 yre ____
4* Yeare oE experience In education: (Check one)
A. 0-9 yre _____  B. 10-19 yre   C. 20-19 yre____
D. 30-39 yre ____  E. Over 40 yr e___
5. Check the hlRheet level of education coapleted:
A. Bachelor'! Degree ____  0. Hieter’e Degree _ _ _
C* Haeter'a Degree + 30 eeneeter houra _
D. Doctoral Degree ____
PART II— FOR THIS PART OF THE STUDY, PLEASE CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE TO EACH 
OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. AFTER OTHER. YOU HAY LIST A CONDITION OR 
CONDITIONS THAT YOU FEEL COULD ANTICIPATE A PROBLEM.
THE POLLOUINC CODE IS TO BE USED IK REACTING TO THE STATEMENTS:
SA - STRONGLY AGREE 
A - AGREE
H - NEUTRAL OR NO OPINION
0 - DISAGREE
SD - STRONGLY DISAGREE
The problea of etudent terdlnaee to cleae could be anticipated under the 
following conditional
6. Teacher la late to cleae. SA A N D SD
7. Teacher doea not aeet cleae at 
the door.
SA A N D 50
a. Teacher doea not have high expectation! 
for atudenta to be on tlae.
SA A N D 5D
9. Teacher doea not enforce the achool tardy 
rule.
SA A N D SD
10. Tardy rule la not explained to 
atudenta.
SA A N D SD
11. Other— SA A N D SD
The problea of lack of aotlvatlon in etudente Ito learn apeclf lc aaterla
cleea could be anticipated under the following condition! In a achool:
12. Teacher at Iowa a lot of non- 
dlrected claaa tlae
SA A N D SD
13. There La a alow return and alow 
grading of atudent work by the teacher.
SA A H D SD
14. The teacher aaaigna Inappropriate 
claaa work
SA A N 0 SD
IS. The teacher ha a not reaainad 
up-to-date In aubject area
SA A N 0 SD
16. The teacher La not prepared for 
claaa
SA A H D SD
17. Other— SA A K D SD
1
Tha problea of atudenta not bringing seta dale to claaa could ba 
anticipated undar tha following conditional
18. Tha taachar doea not have high 
cxpectatlone for the claaa
3A A N 0 3D
19. Tha taachar doae not aaphaalaa claaa 
•apectatlona during tha flrat air weeka
SA A K 0 SD
20. Other— SA A H D SD
Tha problaa of atudante not coapletlng claaa aaalgnaenta could 
predicted undar the following conditional
be
21. The taachar doea not have high 
expactatlona for atudenta
SA A tt D SD
22. Aaalgnaenta are not collected and 
graded
SA A H 0 SD
23. Aaelgnaente are not returned to 
atudenta
SA A N D SD
24. Other— SA A N 0 SD
Tha problaa of dlaraapcctfulnaaa toward a taachar could ba anticipated 
undar tha following conditional
23. Tha teacher "backa atudenta Into 
a corner"
SA A N D SD
26. Tha teacher dlaclpllnea atudenta 
by ridiculing atudenta
SA A M D SD
27. Tha teacher doea not treat atudenta 
aa lndlvlduala
SA A M D SD
28. The taachar can not ahow a fondneaa far 
atudenta without becoming too friendly 
with atudenta
SA A N D SD
29. The teacher la Inconalatent in following 
achool rulaa
SA A K D SD
30. Other— SA A N D SD
Tha problea of aklpplng claaa could ba predicted 
conditional
undar tha following
31. Tha taachar doea not cheek on atudant 
ebeencaa dally
SA A N D SD
32. Tha teacher doaa not check with atudant 
whan atudant returne to claaa
SA A H D SD
33.' Othar— SA A N D SD
Tha problaa of claaa Intarruptlona could ba anticipated undar 
following conditional
tha
34. Tha achool doaa not have guidellnea to 
Halt tha uaa of the public addraaa ayetaa
SA A N D SD
33. The achool doaa not have guidellnea to 
keep atudenta In claaa
SA A N D SD
36. Tha taachar does not report atudenta fra* SA 
other claairoooe who are dleturblng hia claaa
A M D SD
37. Other— SA A H D SD
Tha problaa of atudenta alaalng claaa bacauaa of othar achool actlvltlaa 
could ba predicted undar tha following conditional
38. Tha achool doaa not have guidellnea to 
achedule cheae actlvltlaa after achool
SA A N D SD
39. Taachara are not Involved In tha policy 
aaklng proceao
SA A N D SD
40. Studento are not required to aaka up tha 
alaaad claaa tlae during a atudy hall or 
othar auch tlae
2
SA A N D SD
41. Other— SA A N D SO
Tha problea of Involvement of taachar* In extra-curricular actlvltlaa 
to tha detriment of thalr teaching dutlaa could b* anticipated undar 
tha following condition*:
42. Teachers era involved In aatraeurrlcular SA A H D SD
43.
actlvltlaa more.than on* night a weak In
addition to daily practicea
Taachar* are Involved In more than on* SA A N D SD
44.
extra-curricular activity 
Othar— SA A H 0 SD
Tha problem with poor taachar moral* could ba anticipated undsr the
following conditions:
45. Thera la a lack of participation of SA A N D SD
46.
teacher* in school activities
Thera I* a lack of Involvement of teacher* SA A N D SD
47,
In formation of achool policy
School activities are conducted by a faw SA A H D SD
48.
teacher*
Constant taachar complaint* SA A N D SD
49. Other— SA A K D SD
The problem with poor attitude of *tud*nta could b* anticipated undar
the
SO.
following condition*:
Thar# la a low percentage of students SA A N D SD
SI.
participating in non-athletic actlvltlaa 
There 1* poor attendance of student* at SA A H D SD
52.
at achool activities
Tha student body is divided Into groups SA A K D SD
S3.
(cliques, gang*) 
Other— SA A N D SD
The problem of truancy could ba predicted undar the following condition*:
34. The achool system does not have a clear cut 
policy to deal with truancy
SA A N D SD
SS. By checking previous attendance record* of 
students
SA A N D SD
56. Tha absence of a policy tying attendant* 
to course credit
SA A N D SD
57. Other— SA A N D SD
Tha problem of social promotion could ba expected 
conditions:
undar the following
sa. Student achievement 1* below grade level SA A M D SD
59. Other— SA A N D SD
The problaa of atudant* checking out of school with a fake early 
dismissal not* could ba anticipated undar tha following conditions:
60. The school doss not have a system for SA A H 0 SD
verifying not* with parent or horn*
61. Othar—  SA A N D SD
The problem of teenage pregnancy could ba anticipated under the 
following conditions:
62. The achool system does not includa programs SA A H D SD
concerning teenage pregnancy in its
curriculum
3
63.
echool activities
SA A H D SO
64. Peer preeaure froa pregnant atudenta SA A K D SD
63. Unstable faaily in student's life SA A N D SO
66. Other- SA A K 0 SD
The problea of drug abuse could be predicted under the following 
condition*!
67. The achool eyetea doaa not Include programs SA A H D SD
concerning drug abuse In Its curriculum
68. Lack of parental supervision following SA A N D SD
achool actlvltlaa
69. Lack of student aelf-eatees SA A N D SD
70. Pear preeaure froa other students who SA A H D SD
are using drugs
71. Other— SA A H 0 SD
The problea of an Inappropriate curriculum could be anticipated under the
following conditional
72. There are no provisions for atudant/ SA A H D SD
teacher Input Into tha curriculum
71. There la no provision for a needs SA A H 0 SD
aaaeaaaent program
74. There la a shortage of manpower and apace SA A H D SD
73. Other— SA A M D SD
The problaa of Coo such paperwork for teachera Interfering with teaching
dutlee could be anticipated under the following conditional
76. Claaaee are overloaded SA A N D SD
77. Students are placed In Inappropriate SA A N D SD
courses
78. Other— SA A N D SD
Tha problaa of nonteachlng dutlee Interfering with teaching dutlea could
ba anticipated under the following conditional
79. Decraaalng faculty alts SA A H D SD
80. Unequal asslgnnent of faculty to SA A H D SD
nonteachlng duties
81. Other— SA A H D SD
The problea of Inaufflclant auparvlalon of the instructional program by
tha achool adalnlatratlon could be anticipated under the following
conditional
62. Absence of directives froa the central SA A N D SD
office requiring adequate supervision of the
Instructional prograa by the school
administration-
61. Failure of tha adalnlstration to Incorporate SA A H 0 SD
naw technology Into the achool
64. Verforaance of non-admlnlstratlvs dutlea by SA A K 0 SD
the administration
63. Lack of following Job description by the SA A N 9 SD
adalnlatratlon
86. Ocher— SA A N D SD
4
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Dear_____________ :
1 an a graduate student at East Tennessee State University 
completing the degree of Doctor of Education. As partial fulfillment 
of this degree, 1 am engaged in researching the perceptions of 
secondary school personnel as to conditions or symptoms that would 
Indicate a problem which might develop in a secondary school*
Presently 1 am employed as assistant principal at Gate City High 
Schools, Gate City, Virginia, and 1 am very interested in doing my 
dissertation in an area that will be helpful to public school 
personnel. The information that I hope to obtain will be useful to 
secondary school personnel in that problems of secondary schools could 
be anticipated and, therefore, better dealt with.
My survey is limited to the secondary schools in the First 
Congressional District of Tennessee and the Ninth Congressional 
District of Virginia. Since your schools is located in this area,
1 have contacted your superintendent to obtain permission to survey 
you as to your perceptions related to my topic.
There will be no attempt to Identify schools or Individuals in 
this survey. If you would like further information, please call me at 
(703) 386-7522 (Gate City High School).
Thank you for your assistance since this project could not be 
completed without your help. 1 will be happy to share my findings 
with you upon written request.
Sincerely,
John E* Thompson, Jr. 
Assistant Principal 
Gate City High School 
127 Beech Street 
Gate City, VA. 24251
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MEMBERS OF THE JURY
Mb . Marjorie G. Blalock
Mrs. Blalock Is currently Chairman of the Mathematics Department 
at Gate City High School, Gate City, Virginia, which Is part of the 
Scott County Public School System. She has obtained a Bachelor of 
Science degree in Mathematics from; Mrs. Blalock has one year of 
teaching experience in an elementary school and 15 years teaching 
experience at Gate City High School.
Dr. C* Berkley Clear
Dr. Clear is currently an assistant principal at Abingdon High 
School, Abingdon, Virginia, which is part of the Washington County 
Public School System. He obtained a Bachelor of Arts degree In 
History, a Master of Science degree in administration, and a doctoral 
degree in supervision and administration. Dr. Clear has 11 years of 
teaching experience at the secondary level and five years of 
administrative experience at Abingdon High School.
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Dr. Janes Graham
Dr. Graham Is currently the Superintendent of Schools, Wise 
County Public Schools, Wise, Virginia. Dr. Graham received a Bachelor 
of- Arts degree with a major in English and a minor in mathematics, a 
Master -of Education degree in Administration and Guidance, and a 
doctoral degree in Administration and Supervision. He was a classroom 
teacher for six years, an elementary principal for two years, a 
secondary principal for seven years, an assistant superintendent for 
seven years, and has been a public school superintendent for nine 
years.
Mr. Sam Hicks
Mr. Hicks is currently a guidance counselor at Dobyns Bennett 
High School, Kingsport, Tennessee. He received a Bachelor of Science 
degree in social studies and a Kaster of Science in Psychology. After 
12 years of classroom teaching, Mr. Hicks has been a guidance 
counselor for 20 years.
Dr. David Lenker
Dr. Lenker is currently Director of Instruction for the 
Washington County Public Schools, Abingdon, Virginia. Dr. Lenker 
received a Bachelor of Arts degree with a major in Biology and 
mathematics, a Master of Science degree in Wildlife Biology, and a
doctoral degree In Educational Administration* He was a mathematics 
and science teacher for ten yearB in mathematics and science, an 
assistant principal for four years, a headmaster for two years, and 
has been the Director of Instruction in Washington County for two 
years.
Ms. Lara Hurt McNutt
Miss McNutt is currently Chairman of the Guidance Department at 
Virginia High School, Bristol, Virginia. She obtained a Bachelor of 
Art degree in English and a Master of Education degree in Guidance and 
Counseling. She has taught English three years and has been a 
Guidance counselor for 30 years.
Mr. James Carl Metcalf
James Carl Metcalf is currently a Level III teacher on the Career 
Ladder in the Kingsport City System, Kingsport, Tennessee. He 
received a Bachelor of Science degree a History major and a General 
Science minor, and a Master of Education degree in Science education. 
Mr. Metcalf has been a 7th and 8th grade teacher for 14 years, an 
elementary school principal for one half year, and a Science 
coordinator for one and one half year.
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Consent Form
I understand the procedures to be used In this study and the 
possible risks Involved. If I have any further questions about this 
study, I understand that I can call John G* Thompson, Jr. or Dr. J. 
Howard Bowers at (615) 929-4414 who will try to answer any additional 
questions that I might have. 1 understand that 1 will receive a copy 
of this form to read at my leisure.
I also understand that while my rights and privacy will be 
maintained, the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human 
Services and the ETSU Institutional Review Board do have free access 
to any information obtained in this study should it become necessary 
and 1 freely and voluntarily choose to participate. I understand that 
I may withdraw any any time without prejudice to me. I also 
understand that while East-Tennessee State University does not provide 
compensation for medical treatment other than emergency first aid, for 
any physical injury which may occur as a result of my participation as 
a subject in this study, claims arising against ETSU or its agents or 
employees may be submitted to the Tennessee Claims Commission for 
disposition to the extent allowable as provided under TCA Section 
9-3-307. Further information concerning this nay be obtained from 
the Chairman of the Institutional Review Board.
Date Signature of Volunteer
Date Signature of Investigator
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Personal Data;
Education:
Professional
Experience:
Professional
Membership:
VITA
JOHN E. THOMPSON, JR.
Dace of Birth: April 12, 1939
Place of Birth: Barthell, Kentucky
Marital Status: Married, Pour Children
University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 
Science Education, M. Ed., 1967.
Emory & Henry College, Emory, Virginia 
History, B. A., 1961.
Richlands High School, Richlands,
Virginia, 1956.
Principal, Gate City Middle School 
Gate City, Virginia, 1988-present.
Assistant Principal, Gate City High School 
Gate City, Virginia, 1983-1988.
Principal, Jefferson Forest High School 
Forest, Virginia, 1972-1983.
Principal, Bedford Elementary School 
Bedford, Virginia, 1972.
Assistant Principal, Liberty High School 
Bedford, Virginia, 1970-1972.
Teacher/coach, Walker Junior High School 
Charlottesville, Virginia, 1967-1970.
Teacher/coach, Richlands High School 
Richlands, Virginia, 1961-1966.
Virginia Association of Secondary School 
Principals
National Association of Secondary School 
Principals
